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The  Powder  River  Resource  Area  Management  Framework  Plans  Amendment  was 
prepared  by  the  staffs  of: 


,  Chief  S 


Harlan  Hayes, 

Planning  &  Environmental  Coordination 

Miles  City  District 


Manager 
Powder  River  Resource  Area 
Miles  City  District 


Under  the  provisions  of  43  CFR  1601.3(b)(1),  I  am  forwarding  the  Decker- 
Birney,  South  Rosebud,  and  Coalwood  Management  Framework  Plans  Amendment.  I 
recommend  your  concurrence  in  the  changes  these  amendments  make  in  the 
original  plan. 

I  also  recommend  your  concurrence  in  the  changes  to  the  Management  Framework 
Plan  Update  of  July  1979. 
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Date 


I  do/ 


concur. 


Michael  Penfold ,  />tate  Director 
Montana 


dim 


)at< 


This   plan   is   adopted   and  will   be   approved    subject    to    the   provision   of    43   CFR 
Subpart    1601   and   43   CFR  Part    3400. 
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MANAGEMENT  FRAMEWORK  PLAN  AMENDMENTS 
JUNE,  1980 
POWDER  RIVER  RESOURCE  AREA,  MILES  CITY  DISTRICT 

SECTION  1 
INTRODUCTION 


This  document  summarizes  the  application  of  the  federal  lands  review 
process  on  the  Decker-Birney,  South  Rosebud  and  Coalwood  Management 
Framework  Plans  (MFP) .   These  updated  and  amended  plans  outline  the 
federal  coal  areas  "acceptable  for  further  consideration  for  leasing" 
and  areas  which  are  unsuitable  for  surface  mining.   The  study  area  is 
located  in  portions  of  Big  Horn,  Powder  River,  Custer,  Treasure,  and 
Rosebud  Counties. 

A.    SUMMARY 

A  draft  package  of  the  Powder  River  MFP  amendments  was  prepared  and 
distributed  for  review  in  March  1980.   A  public  hearing  was  held  in 
Miles  City,  Montana,  on  May  20,  1980.   At  that  time  the  public  was 
provided  the  opportunity  to  present  formal  testimony  relevant  to 
any  adverse  effects  that  could  be  incurred  by  decisions  made  in  the 
amendments.   Testimony  was  also  heard  concerning  any  adverse  effects 
of  decisions  described  in  the  July  1979  Powder  River  Management 
Framework  Plan  Update  Report.   The  transcript  of  testimony  heard, 
copies  of  written  testimony  and  letters  commenting  on  the  draft  of 
these  amendments,  as  well  as  responses  to  the  testimony  and  letters 
are  included  in  Section  10.   Also  included  in  Section  10  is  a 
summary  of  public  meetings  held  in  the  Resource  Area. 

Much  of  the  testimony  received  in  the  hearing  has  been  utilized  in 
this  amendment  and  also  serves  to  further  document  the  serious 
coal-related  issues  brought  to  our  attention  by  those  who  have 
aided  our  planning  efforts  in  this  area  since  early  1972.   Beginning 
at  that  point  and  continuing  to  the  present  time,  much  work  has 
been  done  to  obtain  information  critical  to  decisions  whether  or 
not  to  lease  and  develop  coal  in  any  given  area.   Much  remains  to 
be  done.   For  example,  serious  issues  remain  unresolved  regarding 
the  specific  impacts  of  mining  on  the  area's  agricultural  land  base 
and  the  region's  quality  of  life.   Agriculture  is  one  of  the  dominant 
economic  activities  in  the  area.   Of  the  133,000  acres  found  acceptable 
for  further  consideration  for  leasing,  approximately  90.2  percent, 
120,000  acres,  are  used  for  grazing  and  8.2  percent,  13,000  acres, 
are  used  for  crop  production.  In  all  approximately  124  ranching  or 
agricultural  operations  are  involved.   Many  participants  are  gravely 
concerned  because  such  issues  are  not  resolved  at  this  point  in  the 
process,  and  they  sincerely  advocate  total  assessment  and  resolution 
now,  rather  than  deferring  to  later  stages  in  the  planning  process. 

We  totally  agree  that  these  impacts,  as  well  as  the  overall  regional 
perspective  must  be  assessed  and  the  issues  resolved  before  any 
decisions  to  mine  coal  are  made.   But  we  are  equally  committed,  by 
virtue  of  the  Secretary's  Federal  Coal  Management  Program,  to  a 
resolution  of  the  issues  at  the  point  in  the  process  where  the 
relevance  and  significance  of  these  issues  can  be  examined  in  light 
of  specific  actions  so  that  specific  impacts  can  be  determined. 
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The  planning  process  is  at  the  point  where  coal  areas  have  heen  found 
accentahle  for  further  consideration  through  amendments  to  existing 
Management  Pramework  Plans.   The  next  step,  which  begins  immediately,  is 
activity  planning  where  potential  coal  development  tracts  will  he  identi- 
fied.  As  these  tracts  are  identified,  all  the  issues,  including 
agriculture  and  the  area's  quality  of  life,  will  he  hrought  to  focus  in 
light  of  specific  actions. 

The  culnination  of  the  land  use  planning  phase  of  the  program  hv  no  neans 
terminates  our  consideration  of  the  many  valid  significant  issues  sur- 
faced during  that  effort.   These  issues  are  a  matter  of  record  and  the 
Rureau  is  committed  to  a  reasoned,  sound  resolution  of  all  remaining 
issues  prior  to  any  leasing  decisions  heing  recommended  to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior. 

Coal  deposits  in  the  Montana  portion  of  the  Powder  River  coal  formation 
are  heing  analyzed  hy  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (RLM)  to  determine 
their  potential  for  supplying  the  near-range  energy  needs  of  the  nation. 
The  federally-owned  or  reserved  coal  constitutes  approximately  75  percent 
of  the  Montana  portion  of  the  Powder  River  known  recoverahle  coal 
resources.   Nearlv  6ft  percent  of  the  federal  coal  underlies 
privately-owned  surface. 

The  Secretarv  of  the  Interior  selected  a  Federal  Coal  Management  Program 
on  June  4,  1^70.   It  provides  for  increased  general  puhlic  and  state 
government  input  and  review  during  the  land  use  planning,  coal  program 
activitv  planning,  and  environmental  assessment  processes.   Also  included 
is  a  requirement  for  consultation  with  "qualified"  surface  owners  over 
federal lv-reserved  coal  to  consider  their  views.   Copies  of  the  Pinal 
Environmental  Statement  for  the  Federal  Coal  Management  Program,  which 
discussed  the  selected  program,  alternative  programs  and  the  impact  of 
each,  are  on  file  in  local  county  lihraries  and  are  also  available  from 
RLM  offices,  free  of  charge.   Also  available  at  the  same  locations  is  the 
Secretarial  Issue  Document  which  includes  the  Secretarv' s  decisions 
regarding  each  phase  of  the  selected  program. 

THF,  PLANNING  APPROACH 

,phe  RLM  has  developed  and  uses  a  planning  system  which  results  in  multi- 
ply use  decisions  for  the  surface  and  subsurface  lands  it  administers, 
^hese  decisions  are  included  in  a  document  known  as  a  Management 
Framework  Plan  (MFP). 

^he  original  Pecker-Rirnev,  South  Rosebud  and  Coalwood  MFPs  were 
completed  in  1974  and  10  73  and  provided  decisions  on  coal  lease  recom- 
mendation areas.  During  the  first  half  of  calendar  year  1070,  the  Miles 
City  District  Office  applied  the  revised  federal  coal  lands  review 
process  to  portions  of  the  three  MFP  areas.   Pive  areas  from  the  original 
lease  recommendation  areas  were  considered  and  analyzed  by  the  new 
screening  process.   This  effort  resulted  in  "updating"  the  original  MF^s 
and  provided  both  a  test  of  the  unsuitabilitv  criteria  (see  Appendix  C, 
"Designating  Areas  Unsuitable  for  Surface  Coal  Mining")  and  the  surface 
owner  consultation  process,  as  well  as  making  a  limited  number  of  areas 
"acceptable  for  further  consideration  for  leasing"  based  on  the  final 
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final  regulations  concerning  the  management  of  federal  coal.   The 
original  MFP  coal-related  decisions,  as  descrihed  in  the  MF13  summaries, 
are  displayed  in  Appendix  A,  "Fxcerpts  from  Decker-Rirney ,  Coalwood  and 
South  Rosebud  Management  Framework  Plans."   A  Glossary  of  terms,  Appendix 
D,  has  also  been  included  to  aid  in  document  review  and  understanding. 

The  federal  coal  lands  review  process  was  subsequently  applied  to  the 
Powder  Piver  Resource  Area  MFP's,  analyzing  the  surface  values  and  vises 
(private  lands  included)  which  might  be  affected  by  the  leasing  and 
development  of  federal  coal.   The  resultant  planning  amendments  identify 
areas  acceptable  for  further  consideration  for  leasing  and  areas  accept- 
able for  further  consideration  for  leasing  pending  further  study  as  well 
as  areas  which  are  unsuitable  for  surface  mining.   The  amendments  do  not 
include  a  decision  to  lease  any  area  for  coal.   This  decision,  if  made, 
will  be  made  at  activity  planning  time  with  an  accompanying  regional  and 
site  specific  impact  statement.   The  amendments  also  do  not  directly 
result  in  formal  designation  of  areas  as  unsuitable  for  surface  mining. 
This  designation  authority  has  been  delegated  to  the  USUI  Office  of 
Surface  Mining.   An  explanation  of  this  designation  process  is  included 
in  Section  9  "Actions  After  the  MFP." 

The  Secretary's  unsuitability  criteria  encompass  a  broad  range  of  values 
or  concerns  which  must  be  addressed  in  the  amendment  of  any  plan  leading 
to  leasing  for  surface  mining  of  federal  coal.   Some  of  these  criteria 
are  based  on  federal  or  state  laws  dealing  with  threatened  or  endangered 
plant  or  animal  species,  water,  historic  sites,  and  specially  designated 
federal  lands  (e.g.,  national  parks,  monuments).   Other  criteria  are 
based  on  Presidential  Executive  Orders  dealing,  for  example,  with  flood 
plains.   There  are  also  criteria  to  protect  alluvial  valleys,  rights-of- 
way,  occupied  buildings,  and  designated  special-use  areas.   Exceptions  to 
some  criteria  may  be  applied  where  mitigating  measures  may  protect  values 
and  still  allow  mining.   The  full  text  of  the  final  (July  19,  1079) 
unsuitability  criteria  is  included  in  Appendix  C.   The  criteria  are 
referred  to  by  number  throughout  this  document  for  the  purpose  of 
brevity. 

The  Surface  Mining  Control  and  Reclamation  Act  of  1977  (SMCRA)  provides 
another  major  screening  process  through  surface  owner  consultation. 
Certified  letters  were  sent  to  surface  owners  over  federal  coal  in  the 
coal  lease  recommendation  areas  to  be  amended  to  determine  their  views  on 
mining  federal  coal  under  their  land.   This  process  resulted  in  some  or 
all  of  the  coal  in  certain  deposits  being  eliminated  from  further  consi- 
deration for  leasing.   Areas  dropped  from  further  consideration  for  coal 
leasing  will  not  be  reviewed  until  the  next  planning  cycle. 

The  July  1979  update  and  June  1980  amendments  meet  the  following  Regula- 
tions for  Planning  (43  CFR  1601)  requirements: 

1)  consistency  with  applicable  BLM  and  TTSuI  guidance  for  planning; 

2)  use  of  an  interdisciplinary  team  approach; 

3)  public  involvement  and  participation; 

A)    provision  for  monitoring,  evaluation  and  addition  of  new  data;  and 
5)    coordination  with  other  agencies/entity  plans/ programs/policies. 
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Tn  addition,  special  efforts  for  public  and  affected  federal,  state  and 
local  agency  participation  and  coordination,  consultation  and  review 
opportunities  have  been  made  and  are  outlined  in  this  document.  (See 
Appendix  R  for  Major  Public  Notices,  Review  and  Comment  Efforts.) 

C.    TUF,    PLANNING  SEQUENCE 

The  original  MEPs  provided  a  multiple-use  analvsis  of  resource  values  and 
land  use  decisions  concerning  those  resources  (including  coal).   The 
update  and  amendments  further  refine  or  "screen"  the  remaining  coal  areas 
to  insure  that  new  legislation,  policy  and  resource  inventories  are 
considered  prior  to  further  consideration  for  leasing. 

The  1°S0  amendment  project  was  scheduled  immediately  following  the 
completion  of  the  1°70  Update  Report.   Tt  was  felt  that  additional  coal 
fields  in  both  the  Montana  and  Wyoming  portions  of  the  Rowder  River  Coal 
Region  should  be  reviewed  to  provide  a  broader  base  for  the  first  Powder 
River  Coal  Region  activity  plan  and  environmental  impact  statement. 

Federal  Register  and  other  public  announcements  of  the  RLM  "intent"  to 
prepare  amendments  were  made,  as  required,  in  October  1^7°.   Public 
"scoping"  meetings  in  December  1Q7°  provided  an  opportunity  for  public 
input  of  resource  information  as  well  as  review  of  proposed  "planning 
criteria"  and  the  schedule  for  planning.   It  should  he  noted  that 
substantial  information  on  additional  coal  and  noncoal  (surface) 
resources  was  provided  to  RLM  through  this  process.  This  information  was 
used  in  the  review  process  and  will  be  used  in  future  land  use  planning 
efforts  to  be  conducted  in  the  region. 

Following  the  public  meetings,  the  unsui tability  assessment  began  and 
included  a  special  meeting  on  January  25,  1°R0,  with  local,  state  and 
federal  agencies  or  entities  who  have  special  roles  in  granting  or 
denying  exceptions  or  exemptions  to  the  unsuitability  criteria.   The 
surface  owner  consultation  letters  were  sent  via  certified  mail  February 
6,  ]°80.   ^he  public  review  period  for  these  draft  amendments  and  an 
accompanying  environmental  assessment  ended  May  20.   This  allowed  a  final 
decision  to  be  made  and  included  in  this  final  decision  document. 

Section  2  identifies  areas  acceptable  for  further  consideration  for 
leasing  and  areas  acceptable  for  further  consideration  for  leasing  pend- 
ing further  study,  and  includes  mitigating  measures  necessarv  to  protect 
surface  values  where  exceptions  to  the  criteria  have  been  applied.   It 
also  identifies  areas  found  unsuitable  for  surface  mining  and  briefly 
describes  the  impacts  on  the  economy  and  the  environment,  and  describes 
the  supply  of  coal.   The  Secretary's  decision  document  provided  for  the 
optional  inclusion  of  threshold  levels  and  preferred  coal  leasing  areas 
in  land  use  plans.   One  to  the  limited  interest  and  experience  with  this 
concept,  no  thresholds  were  developed  in  the  plan  amendments.   thresholds 
may  be  based  on  socioeconomic  or  environmental  constraints.   ^he  concept 
is  under  study  and  threshold  levels  mav  be  developed  during  coal  resource 
activity  planning,  based  on  public  and  state/local  government  comments. 
No  suggestions  have  yet  been  received  as  to  what  threshold  values  should 
be  or  how  they  might  be  derived  and  applied.  Preferred  leasing  tracts 
could  be  identified  in  future  planning  efforts  within  relatively  large 
"areas  acceptable  for  further  consideration  for  coal  leasing." 
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D.    COAL  RESOURCE  AO^IUTTV  PLANNING 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has  determined  both  the  final  process  for 
coal  leasing  and  the  need  for  additional  coal  leasing.   The  Secretary 
decided,  through  the  Federal  Coal  Management  Program  Final  Environmental 
Statement  and  public  comments,  that  new  coal  leases  are  needed  in  the 
Powder  River  region.  The  RLM  has  been  directed  to  prepare  a  regional  coal 
activity  plan  and  environmental  statement.   The  regional  coal  activity 
planning  effort  is  a  three-step  process  involving  the  following  major 
elements:   tract  delineation;  tract  ranking  and  selection;  and  the 
completion  of  the  Rowder  River  Regional  Coal  Fnvironmental  Statement. 
This  activity  plan  and  accompanying  impact  statement  mav  result  in 
competitive  coal  lease  sales  within  two  years. 

F.    OTHFR  FEDERAL  COAL  PLANS 

It  is  the  intent  and  objective  of  the  RLM  in  Montana  and  other  states  to 
prepare  or  amend  land  use  plans  or  analyses  on  all  federal  coal  reserves 
under  its  jurisdiction.  The  Miles  City  District  Office  recently  completed 
the  Redwater  MFR  for  Wibaux,  Dawson  and  Richland  Counties  and  the  south- 
east portion  of  McCone  County,  Montana.   Major  land  use  plans  are 
scheduled  for  public  resources  in  Prairie,  Fallon,  Treasure,  Rosebud, 
Custer,  Carter  and  Powder  River  Counties  and  (portions  of)  Garfield  and 
Rig  Horn  Counties,  Montana,  by  1084.   These  plans  will  incorporate  the 
Federal  (coal)  Lands  Review  process  over  known  recoverable  coal  resource 
areas  (KRCRAs)  within  these  counties.  The  plans  are  expected  to  identify 
numerous  areas  which  are  unsuitable  for  surface  coal  mining.   Any  remain- 
ing areas  may  be  considered  acceptable  for  further  consideration  in 
minerals  activity  plans.  The  general  location  maps  following  indicate  the 
approximate  boundaries  of  the  RLM  planning  units  and  the  location  of  the 
coal  areas  amended  and  updated  within  the  planning  units.  The  attached 
flow  sheet  briefly  depicts  the  overall  coal  management  program  sequence, 
including  the  Land  Use  Planning  portion. 

F.    STTMMARV  OF  CHANGES  TO  THE  DRAFT  MFP  AMENDMENTS  AND  1070  FINAL  UPDATE 
REPORT 

As  a  result  of  additional  information  received  through  public  participa- 
tion and  new  studies  which  became  available  after  publication  of  both 
reports,  the  following  changes  have  been  made: 

1 .    Management  Framework  Plan  Amendments 

a.    Colstrip  Coal  Area 

A  total  of  416  acres  containing  18,304,00(1  tons  of  coal  were 
added  to  the  total  found  acceptable  for  further  consideration 
in  the  draft  amendments.   This  was  the  result  of  adding  the 
Naval  Coal  Reserve  (Reserve  #1,  Montana  #1)  deposit  originally 
found  unsuitable  under  criterion  1.  ^his  coal  is  now  acceptable 
pending  final  disposition  of  the  withdrawal. 

NOTE:   There  was  an  overlap  of  criteria  in  the  above  416  acres. 
Criterion  15  has  eliminated  181  acres  and  7,064,000  tons  of 
coal  in  the  same  area  in  the  draft.   The  net  acreage  and 
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GENERAL  LOCATION  MAP 


Ml  1 1  ion 

Acres 

Tons 

175 

2,64o,ooo 

105 

2,402,nno 

517 

^o.^soon 

Criterion  11 

Colden  Eagle  Nest 

Criterion  14 

Migratory  Rirds  (burrowing  Owl  Nest) 

Criterion  15 

Sharp-tailed  and  Sage  Crouse  Leks 

MOTR:   With  the  addition  of  this  new  information,  federal  coal 
not  eliminated  hy  unsuitahility  criteria  is  now  acceptahle  for 
further  consideration.   No  further  studv  is  needed  to  apply  the 
unsui tabllitv  criteria  at  this  stage  of  the  planning  process. 

k.    Moorhead  Coal  Area 

Criterion  16,  Flood  Plains  -  As  the  result  of  information  re- 
ceived at  the  April  25,  1^80,  public  meeting  held  at  Sheridan, 
Wyoming,  an  additional  57  acres  and  "3, 210, 000  tons  of  federal 
coal  has  been  found  acceptahle  for  further  consideration.   This 
information  was  furnished  by  the  rancher  who  owns  the  surface 
overlving  federal  coal. 

One  surface  owner  changed  his  surface  owner  views  between  the 
draft  and  final  amendments.  The  change,  640  acres,  was  recorded 
and  is  shown  in  this  final  document.   The  change  did  not, 
however,  result  in  the  elimination  of  any  federal  coal  from 
further  consideration. 

1.    F.ast  necker  Coal  Area 

No  change  between  draft  and  final, 
m.    Decker  Coal  Area. 

No  change  between  draft  and  final. 

Following  is  a  tabular  summary  of  changes  made  that  affected  the 
acreage  and  tonnage  of  federal  coal  considered  in  the  draft  amend- 
ments. 

Coal  Area  Item  Acres        Tons        THspositon 

10,340,000  Now  Acceptable 

82,548,000  Eliminated 

8,223,000  Eliminated 

2,640,000  Eliminated 

2,402,000  Eliminated 

20,235,000  Eliminated 

3,210,000  Now  Acceptable 


Colstrip 

Criterion  1 

235 

Rroadus 

Surface  Owner  Views 

1,870 

Rirney 

Criterion  4 

146 

Hanging  Uoman 

Criterion  11 

155 

Hanging  Woman 

Criterion  14 

105 

Hanging  Woman 

Criterion  15 

517 

Moorhead 

Criterion  1ft 

57 

l-io 


July  1Q7Q  Manap,ement  framework  Plan  Update 

Otter  Creek  Coal  Field 

Criterion  11:   A  golden  eagle  nest  was  identified  which  eliminated 
^6  acres  and  11,151,000  tons  of  coal. 

Criterion  13:   A  prairie  falcon  nest  was  found  which  eliminated  52 
acres  and  6, 040, 000  tons  of  coal. 

Criterion  IS:   A  sharp-tailed  lek  elininated  an  additional  19  acres 
and  2,174,000  tons  of  coal. 

Criterion  19;   ^he  alluvial  valley  floor  designation  originally 
found  unsuitable  was  added  back  into  the  acceptable  acreage  in  this 
supplement.   ^bis  amounted  to  a  gain  of  8  acres  and  655,000  tons  of 
coal . 

Ashland  (Oecker-Rirnev)  Coal  Field 

Criterion  15:   An  additional  84  acres  and  8,870,000  tons  of  federal 
coal  were  eliminated  by  discovery  of  a  sharp-tailed  grouse  lek. 

Criterion  1°:   ^he  40  acres  and  4,224,000  tons  of  federal  coal 
eliminated  by  alluvial  valley  floors  (AVF's)  have  been  added  back 
into  the  acreage  found  acceptable  in  this  supplement.   Final  deter- 
mination of  AVF's  is  necessarv  to  determine  acreage  under  this 
criterion. 

Ashland  (Coalwood)  Coal  Area 

Criterion  15:   An  additional  474  acres  containing  47,728,000  tons  of 
federal  coal  were  eliminated  as  the  result  of  new  information 
received. 

Colstrip  Coal  Area 

Criterion  1:   4Q3  acres  containing  20,824,000  tons  of  coal  are  now 
acceptable  for  further  consideration  pending  final  disposition  of 
the  Naval  Coal  Reserve  withdrawal. 

The  following  tabular  summary  shows  changes  that  have  been  made  to 
the  final  107^  Final  Hpdate  as  the  result  of  additional  information 
received. 
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Coal  Area 


Item 


Acres 


Tons 


nisposi  ton 


Otter  Creek- 
Otter  Creek 
Otter  Creek 
Otter  Creek 
Ashland 

(Decker-Rirnov) 
Ashland 

( Decker- Rirney) 
Ashland  (Coalwood) 
Colstrip 


Cr  i terion 
Criterion 
Cr  iterion 
Criterion 


Cr i  ter ion 
Criterion 
Criterion 


11 

n 
L5 

1  0 


Criterion  IS 


10 


06 

S2 

10 

8 

84 

40 
474 
403 


11,1.51  /inn 

6,040/00 

2,174/00 

65 S ,000 

ft,  870/00 

4/24,000 
47,728,000 
70,824,000 


El  iminated 

Eliminated 
Eliminated 

Now  Acceptable 

Eliminated 

Now  Acceptable 
Eliminated 
Now  Acceptable 
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SECTION  2 

FINDINGS 

(nECISIOFS  FOR  EACH  COAL  APE  A) 


In  the  Colstrip  and  Hecker  area,  two  naps  are  shown  to  illu- 
strate the  federal  coal  acceptahle  for  further  consideration, 
The  first  nap    illustrates  the  coal  found  acceptahle  in  the 
Amendment  and  the  second  shows  the  comhined  coal  acceptahle 
^rom  the  1^80  Amendment  and  the  1070  Update. 
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UNITED  STATES 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

Name  (MFP) 

South  Rosebud 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

Activity 

Minerals 

MANAGEMENT  FRAMEWORK  PLAN 

RECOMMEND  AT  ION -ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Overlay  Reference 
Step  1                        Step  3 

DECISION 


All  federal  coal,  except  for  that  excluded  hy  the  unsuitability  criteria  or 
surface  owner  consultat ion ,  in  the  Colstrip  coal  area,  South  Rosebud  Planning 
Unit,  is  determined  to  be  "acceptable  for  further  consideration  for  coal 
development."   The  acceptable  areas  total  6,800  acres  containing  ?.75,SOO,000 
tons  o^  coal. 


RATIONALE 


Surface  owner  consultation  and  the  unsuitability  criteria  were  applied  to  that 
portion  of  the  Colstrip  coal  area  found  acceptable  in  the  original  multiple  use 
analysis  conducted  in  1075.   The  criteria  were  applied  using  the  latest 
information  available.   Federal,  state  and  local  agencies  and  other  affected 
parties  were  contacted  and  open  house  meetings  were  held  in  an  effort  to  get 
maximum  public  participation  in  the  process.  Areas  meeting  the  various  criteria 
were  delineated  on  overlays  along  with  buffer  zones  where  required.   In  cases 
where  it  was  applicable,  the  exceptions  to  the  criteria  were  applied.   In  some 
instances,  additional  exceptions  may  be  applied  at  a  later  date  provided  the 
necessary  parties  involved  agree  as  specified  in  the  unsuitability  criteria.   In 
the  Colstrip  coal  area,  3  criteria  were  found  to  be  applicable.   ""he  3  criteria 
eliminated  37^  acres  of  land  and  16,069,000  tons  of  coal.   Table  2-1  lists  the 
acres  unsuitable  and  tons  of  coal  eliminated  under  each  criterion.   Total 
federal  coal,  federal  coal  eliminated  and  federal  coal  acceptable  are  also 
1 isted . 


Note:    Attach  additional  sheets,  if  needed 


{Instructions  on  reverse) 
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Form  1600-21  (April  1975) 


TART.K  2-1 
COLSTRIP  COAL  AREA 

Application  of  Unsuitabil ity  Criteria 
and 
Surface  Owner  Consultation 


"otal  Federal  Coal1 


Acreage 


7,188 


Tonnage 


?01  QSO  000 


Hnsuitabj 

Llity 

Acreage 

Criterion 

Unsuitable 

12 

0 

3 

137 

15 

181 

16 

41 

Tonnage 
Eliminated 


6,373,000 
7,064,000 
1,73?, 000 


Exception 
Applied 

No 
No 
No 
No 


Total  federal  coal 
deleted  bv  unsuit- 
abilitv  criteria 


370 


16,060,000 


Total  federal  coal  after  appli- 
cation of  unsui tability  criteria 

Federal  coal  deleted  bv  negative 
surface  owner  views 

Federal  coal  acceptable  for 
further  consideration 


Acreage 


6,800 


6.800 


Tonnage 


275,800,000 


275,800,000 


1  Includes  all  federal  coal  in  the  Rosebud  hed.  In  addition  to  this  total, 
large  reserves  of  potentially  strippable  coal  occur  in  the  underlying  McKay  bed. 
McKay  reserves  were  not  calculated  due  to  lack  of  reliable  data.   ^he  total 
federal  coal  figure  only  applies  to  the  part  of  the  Colstrip  coal  field  not 
included  in  the  107  0  MFP  Update. 

2  416  acres  containing  18,304,000  tons  of  Rosebud  coal  were  declared  unsuit- 
able as  a  Naval  Coal  Reserve  in  the  draft  MFP  Amendment.   Coal  in  the  Naval  Coal 
Reserve  is  now  acceptable  for  further  consideration  pending  final  disposition  of 
the  withdrawal. 
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UNITED  STATES 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

Name  (MFP) 

South   Rosebud 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

Activity 

Mineral s 

MANAGEMENT  FRAMEWORK  PLAN 

RECOMMEND  AT  ION -ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Overlay  Reference 
Step  1                        Step  3 

PFCTSTOM 


Mo  federal  coal  in  the  Oreenleaf->'il  ler  coal  area,  South  Rosebud  Planning 
Hnit,  is  determined  to  be  "acceptable  for  further  consideration  for  coal 
development ." 


RA^TOMAT.F 


Surface  ovmer  consultation  and  the  unsuitability  criteria  were  applied  to 
that  portion  of  the  Oreenleaf-Miller  coal  area  found  acceptable  in  the 
original  multiple  use  analysis  conducted  in  1°7S.   ^he  criteria  were 
apnlied  using  the  latest  information  available.   Federal,  state  and  local 
agencies,  anplicable  surface  owners,  and  other  affected  parties  were 
contacted  and  open  house  meetings  were  held  in  an  effort  to  get  maximum 
public  participation  in  the  process.  Areas  meeting  the  various  criteria 
were  delineated  on  overlavs  along  with  buffer  ^ones  wbere  required.   Tn 
cases  where  it  was  applicable,  the  exceptions  to  the  criteria  were  applied. 
Tn  the  Oreenleaf-^iller  coal  area,  one   criterion  was  found  to  be  appli- 
cable. The  one   criterion  eliminated  7  acres  of  land  and  343,000  tons  of 
coal.   Of  five  surface  owners  in  the  TRA,  four  were  found  to  be  qualified 
surface  owners  under  section  714  of  SMCRA.   ^hree  of  tbese  four  owners 
resnonded  with  negative  surface  owner  views.   ^hese  views  accounted  for 
Q3.A  percent  of  the  acreage.   ^he  entire  coal  area  was  eliminated  due  to 
these  significant  neeat ivesurfaee  owner  views.   This  eliminated  5 ,  RS4  acres 
of  federal  mineral  and  178,000,000  tons  of  coal.   ^able  °-9  lists  the  acres 
unsuitable  and  tons  of  coal  eliminated. 


Note:    Attach  additional  sheets,  if  needed 


(Instructions  on  reverse) 
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Form  1600-21  (April  1975) 


r:PKRMT,FA^-MTfJ,FR  COAL  AP^A 

Application  of  TTnsuitabilitv  Criteria 
and 
Surface  Owner  Consultation 


Acreage  ^onnatre 

"'otal  Federal  Coal*  5,854  173,000,000 


TTnsuitabilitv  Acreage  ^onnaqe             Exception 

Criterion  TTnsui  table  Flininated              Anplied 

3  7  343,000                 \t0 

^otal  federal  coal 
deleted  by  unsuit— 

abilitv  criteria**  7  343,00.0 


Acreage  Tonnape 

^otal  federal  coal  after  appli- 
cation of  imsuitabilitv  criteria  ^  ,K'*~I  177,^7,000 

Federal  coal  deleted  bv  negative 

surface  ovmer  views  5,854  173,000,000 

Federal  coal  acceptable  for 

further  consideration  0  0 

*   Includes  all  federal  coal  with  less  than  ISO  ft.  of  overburden  for  each 
of  the  Sawver,  Vnobloch  and  P-osebud  beds. 

**  In  some  instances  unsuitabilitv  criteria  and  negative  surface  owner 
views  overlapped  and  consequently  eliminated  the  sane  area  more  than  once. 
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UNITED  STATES 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

Name  (Ml-P) 

^ontb   Rosebud 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

Activity 

Minerals 

MANAGEMENT  FRAMEWORK  PLAN 

RECOMMEND  AT  ION -ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Overlay  Reference 
Step  1                         Step  3 

DECISION 


All  federal  coal,  except  fnr  that  excluded  by  surface  owner  consultation, 
in  the  Sweenev-Snider  coal  area,  South  Rosebud  Planning  Unit,  is  determined 
to  be  "acceptable  for  further  consideration  for  coal  development  pending 
further  study."   Thp  areas  acceptable  pending  further  study  include  °,124 
acres  containing  <S5,41°,000  tons  of  coal. 


RA^TONALF 


Surface  owner  consultation  and  the  unsuitability  criteria  were  applied  to 
that  portion  of  the  Sweeney-Snider  coal  area  found  acceptable  in  the 
original  multiple  use  analysis  conducted  in  1075.   ^he  criteria  were 
applied  using  the  latest  Information  available.   Federal,  state  and  local 
agencies,  applicable  surface  owners  and  other  affected  parties  were 
contacted  and  open  house  meetings  were  held  in  an  effort  to  pet  maximum 
public  nartic ipation  in  the  process.   In  the  Sweeney-Snider  coal  area,  no 
criteria  were  found  to  be  applicable  at  this  time.   However,  sufficient 
negative  surface  owner  views  were  received  on  tracts  at  both  the  north  and 
south  ends  of  the  coal  area  to  be  significant  enough  to  eliminate  1,040 
acres  and  32,032,000  tons  of  federal  coal.   Table  2-3  lists  the   total 
federal  coal,  federal  coal  eliminated  by  negative  surface  owner  views  and 
federal  coal  acceptable  pending  further  study. 


Note:    Attach  additional  sheets,  if  needed 


(Instructions  on  reverse) 
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Form  1600-21  (April  1975) 


TARLF  2-3 
SWRFNEV-SWITYRR  COAL  AREA 

Application  of  ITnsuitability  Criteria 
and 
Surface  Owner  Consultation 


^otal  Federal  Coal* 


Acreage 


3,164 


Tonnage 


97,451,000 


ITnsuitability 
Criterion 


Acreage 
Unsuitable 


^onnage 
Eliminated 


(No  criteria  were  found  applicable  at  tbis  time) 


Total  federal  coal 
deleted  by  unsuit- 
abilitv  criteria 


Exception 
Applied 


Total  federal  coal  after  appli- 
cation of  unsuitabilitv  criteria 

Federal  coal  deleted  by  negative 
surface  owner  views 

Federal  coal  acceptable  for 
furtber  consideration  pending 
furtber  study 


Acreage 
3,164 

1,040 
2,124 


Tonnage 
97 ,4  5 1 , 000 

32,032,000 

65,410,000 


*   Includes  all  federal  coal  in  tbe  Terrett  bed. 
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Scala    In     Mil»* 

MINERALS  OWNED  BY 
THE  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT 
Symbol  Mineral  Rights 

|       All  Minerals 


Sweeney  Creek-Snider  Creek  Coal  Field 


Coal  Only 


Oil  and  Gas  Only 


Federal  Coal  Acceptable  For 
Further  Consideration  For 
Coal  Leasing  Pending  Further 
Study 


^M0      °'l.  Gas-  and  Coal  Only 


Other 


□ 


No  symbol  indicates  no 
Federal  minerals. 


Note:      Acquired  and  L  U    may 

include  term  or  fractional 
interest  tor  mineral  shown 


2-10 


UNITED  STATES 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

Name  (MFP) 

Co al wood 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

Activity 

Minerals 

MANAGEMENT  FRAMEWORK  PLAN 

RECOMMEND  AT  ION -ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Overlay  Reference 
Step  1                        Step  3 

DECISION 


All  federal  coal,  except  for  that  excluded  by  the  unsuitahility  criteria  or 
surface  owner  consultation,  in  the  Foster  Creek  coal  area,  Coalwood  Plan- 
ning TTnit,  is  determined  to  he  "acceptable  for  further  consideration  for 
coal  development  nending  further  study."   ^he  area  acceptable  pending 
further  study  includes  16, °>04  acres  containing  557,830,000  tons  of  coal. 


RATIONALE 


Surface  owner  consultation  and  the  unsuitahility  criteria  were  applied  to 
that  portion  of  the  Foster  Creek  coal  area  found  acceptable  in  the  original 
multiple  use  analysis  conducted  in  lq75.   The  criteria  were  applied  using 
the  latest  information  available.   Federal,  state  and  local  agencies, 
applicable  surface  owners,  and  other  affected  parties  were  contacted  and 
open  house  meetings  were  held  in  an  effort  to  get  maximum  public  partici- 
pation in  the  process.  Areas  meeting  the  various  criteria  were  delineated 
on  overlays  along  with  buffer  zones  where  required.   In  cases  where  it  was 
applicable,  the  exceptions  to  the  criteria  were  applied.  In  some  instances, 
additional  exceptions  may  be  applied  at  a  later  date  provided  the  necessary 
parties  involved  agree  as  specified  in  the  unsuitahility  criteria.   In  the 
■Foster  Creek  coal  area,  4  criteria  were  found  to  he  applicable.   The  4 
criteria  eliminated  478  acres  of  land  and  15,170,000  tons  of  coal.   Table 
2-4  lists  the  acres  unsuitable  and  tons  of  coal  eliminated  under  each 
criterion.   Total  federal  coal,  federal  coal  eliminated  and  federal  coal 
acceptable  pending  further  study  are  also  listed. 


Note:    Attach  additional  sheets,  if  needed 


(Instructions  on  reverse) 


?.-n 


Form  1600-21  (April  1975) 


^ART.F  2-4 
FOSTER  CREEK  COM,  AREA 

Application  of  Hnsui tahi 1 ity  Criteria 
anH 
Surface  Owner  Consultation 


Acreage 


Tonnage 


Total  Federal  Coal; 


17,382 


573,000,000 


TTnsuitabi] 

Lity 

Criterion 

3 

7 

IS 

16 

Acreage 

Unsuitable 

192 

0.1 

113 

173 

^onnage 
Eliminated 

4,557,00f) 

3,520 
5,377,000 
5,236,000 


Fxcept ion 
Applied 

No 
Yes 
No 
No 


Total  federal  coal 
deleted  by  un suit- 
ability criteria 


478 


15,170,000 


Total  federal  coal  after  appli- 
cation of  unsui tability  criteria 

Federal  coal  deleted  by  negative 
surface  owner  views 

Federal  coal  acceptable  for 
further  consideration  pending 
further  study 


Acreage 


16,004 


16,004 


onnage 


557,830,000 


557,830,000 


*      Includes  all  federal  coal  in  the  Knobloch,  Flowers-Coodale ,  and  Terrett 
beds  (plus  the  upper  and  lower  Sawyer  beds  in  T. IS. ,  R.47F.).   Exception: 
Only  the  Knohloch  coal  is  calculated  in  the  Pumpkin  Creek  valley  -  the 
south  extension  of  the  Foster  Creek  coal  area. 
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R.46E. 


No  symbol  indicates  no 
Federal  minerals. 


Note:     Acquired  and  L.U.  may 

include  term  or  fractional 
interest  for  mineral  shown 


UNITED  STATES 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

Name  (MFP) 
Coalwood 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

Activity 

Minerals 

MANAGEMENT  FRAMEWORK  PLAN 

RECOMMEND  AT  ION -ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Overlay  Reference 
Step  1                        Step  3 

DECISION 


All    federal   coal,   except    for   that    excluded    bv   the   un suitability  criteria   or 
surface   owner  consultation,    in    the   Sand   Creek   coal    area,    Coalwood    Planning 
Hnit,    is  determined    to   he   "acceptable    for   further   consideration   for  coal 
develonment    pending   further   study."      The   area   acceptable    pending    further 
study   includes   2,625   acres   containing    107,113,000   tons   of   coal. 


RATIONALE 


Surface  owner  consultation  and  the  unsuitability  criteria  were  applied  to 
that  portion  of  the  Sand  Creek  coal  area  found  acceptahle  in  the  original 
multiple  use  analysis  conducted  in  1°75.   The  criteria  were  applied  using 
the  latest  information  available.   Federal,  state  and  local  agencies, 
applicable  surface  owners,  and  other  affected  parties  were,  contacted  and 
open  house  meetings  were  held  in  an  effort  to  get  maximum  public  partici- 
pation in  the  process.  Areas  meeting  the  various  criteria  were  delineated 
on  overlays  along  with  buffer  zones  where  required.   In  cases  where  it  was 
applicable,  the  exceptions  to  the  criteria  were  applied.   In  some 
instances , additional  exceptions  may  be  applied  at  a  later  date  provided  the 
necessary  parties  involved  agree  as  specified  in  the  unsuitability 
criteria.   In  the  Sand  Creek  coal  area,  1  criterion  was  found  to  be 
applicable.   ''Tie  1  criterion  eliminated  104  acres  of  land  and  6,°50,000 
tons  of  coal,   ^able  2-5  lists  the  acres  unsuitable  and  tons  of  coal 
eliminated  under  each  criterion.   Total  federal  coal,  federal  coal 
eliminated  and  federal  coal  acceptable  pending  further  study  are  also 
listed. 


Note:    Attach  additional  sheets,  if  needed 


(Instructions  on  reverse) 
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Form  1600-21  (April  1975) 


^ART^  2-5 
SANO  CREEK  COAL  ARF1A 

Application  of  Unsuitability  Criteria 
and 
Surface  Owner  Consultation 


Acreage  Tonnage 

Total  Federal  Coal*  2,720  113,363,000 


Unsuitability  Acreage  Tonnap,e             Exception 

Criterion  Unsuitable  Eliminated             Applied 

3  104  6,2  50,000                No 

Total  federal  coal 
deleted  by  unsuit- 
ability criteria  104  6,250,000 


Acreage  Tonnage 

Total  federal  coal  after  appli- 
cation of  unsuitability  criteria  2,625  107,113,000 

Federal  coal  deleted  by  negative 

surface  owner  views  0  0 

Federal  coal  acceptable  for 

furtber  consideration  pending 

furtber  study**  2,625  107,113,000 

*   Includes  all  federal  coal  in  the  Upper  and  Lower  Knobloch  beds. 

**  NOTE:   1,791  acres  of  the  Sand  Creek  coal  area  containing  S4,S44,ooo 
tons  of  federal  coal  lie  in  a  ''now  Ceologic  Structure  (ir0S)  -  the  Pumpkin 
Creek  gas  field. 
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Seals    In     Mil** 

MINERALS  OWNED  BY 
THE  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT 
Symbol  Mineral_Rigt>ts 


All  Minerals 


Sand  Creek  Coal  Field 


Coal  Only 

Oil  and  Gas  Only 


Federal  Coal  Acceptable  For 
Further  Consideration  For 
Coal  Leasing  Pending  Further 
Study 


□ 


Oil.  Gas.  and  Coal  Onl, 


Other 


No  symbol  indicates  no 
Federal  minerals 


Note:     Acquired  and  L.U.  may 
include  term  or  fraction 
interest  for  mineral  sh  w 


2-16 


UNITED  STATES 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT  FRAMEWORK  PLAN 

RECOMMEND  AT  ION -ANALYSIS-DECISION 


Name  (MI:P) 

0oalr<7ood 


Activity       , 


Overlay  Reference 
Step  1  Step  3 


n^rjSTOM 


All  federal  coal,  except  for  that  excluded  hv  the  unsuitability  criteria  or 
surface  owner  consultation,  in  the  Rroadus  coal  area,  Ooalwood  Planning  Unit,  is 
determined  to  be  "acceptable  for  further  consideration  for  coal  development 
pending  further  study."   The  area  acceptable  pendipg  further  study  includes 
°,746  acres  containing  383,^01,000  tons  of  coal. 


PATIONAL^ 


Surface  owner  consultation  and  the  unsuitability  criteria  were  applied  to  that 
portion  of  the  Proadus  coal  area  found  acceptable  jn  the  original  multiple  use 
analysis  conducted  in    J.975.   The  criteria  were  applied  using  the  latest 
information  available.   Federal,  state  and  local  agencies,  applicable  surface 
owners,  and  other  affected  parties  were  contacted  and  open  house  meetings  were 
held  in  an  effort  to  get  maximum  public  participation  in  the  process.  Areas 
meeting  the  various  criteria  were  delineated  on  overlays  along  with  buffer  zones 
where  required.   In  cases  where  it  was  applicable,  the  exceptiops  to  the 
criteria  were  anplied.   Tn  the  Proadus  coal  area,  2   criteria  were  found  to  be 
applicable.   ^he  9  criteria  eliminated  fiOf>  acres  of  land  and  °4 ,  S'Sfl  ,000  tons  of 
coal.   Tn  some  instances,  additiopal  excentions  may  be  applied  at  a  later  date 
provided  the  necessarv  parties  involved  agree  as  specified  in  the  unsuitability 
criteria.   Ope  surface  owner  in  the  8roadus  LT?A  presented  negative  surface  owner 
views  on  1,370  acres  containing  82,548,000  tons  of  federal  coal.   The  negative 
surface  owner  views  covered  two  large  contiguous  blocks  of  federal  coal  and  were 
considered  significant.   "or  that  reason,  the  federal  coal  underlvipg  the  two 
blocks  of  negative  views  was  eliminated  from  further  consideration.   Table  7-6 
lists  the  acres  unsuitable  and  tons  of  coal  eliminated  under  each  criterion  and 
by  negative  surface  owner  views.   Total  federal  coal,  federal  coal  eliminated 
and  federal  coal  acceptable  pending  further  study  are  also  listed. 

In  addition,  negative  surface  owner  views  eliminated  1,870  acres  and  8^,^48,000 
tons  of  federal  coal  from  further  consideration. 


Note:    Attach  additional  sheets,  if  needed 


(Instructions  on  reverse) 


2-17  Form  1600-21  (April  1975) 


TARLF.  2-6 
RROAniTS  COAT,  ARFA 

Application  of  ITnsuitability  Criteria 
and 
Surface  Owner  Consultation 


Acreage  tonnage 

>tal  Federal  Coal1  1?,108  486,000,000 


Unsui tahility  Acreage  Tonnage              Exception 

Criterion  Unsuitable  Eliminated              Applied 

3  1P7  7,781,000                No 

16  All  17,361,000                No 

Total  federal  coal 
deleted  by  unsui t- 

ability  criteria7  606  24,568,000 


Acreage  Tonnage 

Total  federal  coal  after  appli- 
cation of  unsuitability  criteria  11,502  461,432,000 

Federal  coal  deleted  by  negative 

surface  owner  views3  1,870  82,548,000 

Federal  coal  acceptable  for 

furtber  consideration  pending 

furtber  study  0,746  "183, 001, 000 

'   Includes  all  federal  coal  in  tbe  Rroadus  bed. 

In  some  instances  criteria  overlapped  and  consenuently  eliminated  tbe  same 
area  more  tban  once.   This  duplication  was  recognized  and  accounted  for  in  tbe 
total. 

o 

Revised  total  contains  negative  surface  owner  views  received  after  draft 
MFP  Amendment  was  printed. 
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%/,,      Coal  Only 


Oil  and  Gas  Only 


Oil.  Gas,  and  Coal  Only 


Broadus  Coal  Field 


Federal  Coal  Acceptable  For 
Further  Consideration  For 
Coal  Leasing  Pending  Further 
Study 


R.50E. 


Other 


□ 


No  symbol  indicates  no 
Federal  minerals. 


Note:     Acquired  and  L.U.  may 

include  term  or  fractional 
interest  for  mineral  shown. 


Scale    In     Mil«» 


UNITED  STATES 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT  FRAMEWORK  PLAN 

RECOMMEND  AT  ION -ANALYSIS-DECISION 


Name  (MFP) 

Coal  .wnoH 


Activity 

Minerals 


Overlay  Reference 
Step  1  Step  3 


DFCISTOM 


All  federal  coal,  excent  for  that  excluded  hy  the  unsuitahility  criteria  or 
surface  owner  consultation,  in  the  "umnkin  Creek  coal  area,  Coalwood  Plan- 
ning; Unit,  is  determiner}  to  he  "accentahle  for  further  consideration  for 
coal  development  pending  further  studv."   The  area  acceptable  pending 
further  studv  includes  17,770  acres  containing  9  69,085,000  tons  of  coal. 


RATIONALE 


Surface  owner  consultation  and  the  unsuitahility  criteria  were  applied  to 
that  portion  of  the  "umpkin  Creek  coal  area  found  acceptahle  in  the 
original  multiple  use  analvsis  conducted  in  1975.   ^he  criteria  were 
applied  using  the  latest  information  availahle.   Federal,  state  and  local 
agencies,  applicable  surface  owners,  and  other  affected  parties  were 
contacted  and  open  house  meetings  were  held  in  an  effort  to  get  maximum 
public  participation  in  the  process.  Areas  meeting  the  various  criteria 
were  delineated  on  overlavs  along  with  buffer  zones  where  required.   In 
cases  where  it  was  applicable,  the  exceptions  to  the  criteria  were  applied. 
In  some  instances,  additional  exceotions  may  be  applied  at  a  later  date 
provided  the  necessarv  parties  involved  agree  as  specified  in  the 
unsuitabilitv  criteria.   In  the  Dumpkin  Creek  coal  area,  4  criteria  were 
found  to  be  applicable.   The  h    criteria  eliminated  5?0  acres  of  land  and 
?b,^50,000  tons  of  coal.   One  surface  owner  on  the  southern  edge  of  the 
lease  recommendation  area  presented  negative  surface  owner  views  on  2,^50 
acres  containing  ]00,18?,onn  tons  of  federal  coal.   ^his  negative  view 
covered  a  large  contiguous  block  of  federal  coal  and  was  considered  signi- 
ficant.  For  that  reason,  the  federal  coal  underlying  that  portion  of  the 
Pumpkin  Creek  T,RA  was  eliminated  from  further  consideration.   Table  2-7 
lists  the  acres  unsuitable  and  tons  of  coal  eliminated  under  each  criterion 
and  hv  negative  surface  owner  views.   ^otal  federal  coal,  federal  coal 
eliminated  and  federal  coal  acceptable  pending  further  study  are  also 
listed . 


Note:    Attach  additional  sheets,  if  needed 
(Instruct ini:\   mi  reverse) 


7^?tT= 


Form  1600-21  (April  1975) 


TARLF  2-7 
PUMPKIN  CPKEK  COAL  ARFA 

Application  of  Unsuit ability  Criteria 
and 
Surface  Owner  Consultation 


Acreage  Tonnage 

'otal  Federal  Coal*  20,608  1,004,000,000 


TTnsuitabilitv  Acreage  Tonnage  Exception 

Criterion  Unsuitable  Eliminated  Applied 


Acreage 

Unsuitable 

10 

278 

0.1 

?43 

2  10  473, oon  Ho 

3  278  n,  700, 000                                         No 
7  0.1                                              S,456                                      ves 

16  ?43  12,830,000                                      No 

Total  federal  coal 
deleted  by  tin  suit- 
ability  criteria**  530  ^6,0^0,000 


Acreage  Tonnage 

Total    federal    coal    after   appli- 
cation  of    unsuitabilitv  criteria  20,078  1,067,050,000 

Federal    coal    deleted    by   negative 

surface    owner   views***  2,350  100,183,000 

Federal    coal    acceptable    for 

further   consideration   pending 

further    study  17,770  060,085,000 


* 


Includes  all  federal  coal  in  the  Sawyer  bed. 


**  In  some  instances  criteria  overlapped  and  consequently  eliminated  the 
same  area  nore  than  once.  This  duplication  was  recognized  and  accounted 
for  in  the  total. 

***  Tn  some  instances  unsuitability  criteria  and  negative  surface  owner 
views  overlapped.   rrhis  duplication  was  accounted  for  in  the  acreage  found 
acceptable  for  further  consideration. 
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MINERALS  OWNED  BY 
THE  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT 

Symbol  ^Tineral_Riphts 


!! 


...  )'■)    In     Mil** 


All  Minerals 


Vfiti      Coal  Only 


Pumpkin  Creek  Coal  Field 


Oil  and  Gas  Only 


Oil.  Gas,  and  Coal  Only 


Federal  Coal  Acceptable  For 
Further  Consideration  For 
Coal  Leasing  Pending  Further 
Study 


Other 


□ 


No  symbol  indicates  no 
Federal  minerals. 


Note:     Acquired  and  L.U.  ma/ 

include  term  or  fractional 
interest  for  mineral  shown 
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UNITED  STATES 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

Name  (MFP) 

Hecke  r-Mrnev 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

Activity 

Minerals 

MANAGEMENT  FRAMEWORK  PLAN 

RECOMMEND  AT  ION -ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Overlay  Reference 
Step  1                        Step  3 

DECISION 


All  federal  coal,  except  for  that  excluded  bv  the  unsui tability  criteria  or 
surface  owner  consultation,  in  the  Kirby  coal  area,  Pecker-Birney  Planning 
Knit,  is  determined  to  be  "acceptable  for  further  consideration  for  coal 
development  pending  further  study."   'Hie  area  acceptable  pending  further 
studv  includes  ^,604  acres  containing  °72 , S88 ,000  tons  of  coal. 


PATTONAT,F. 


Surface  owner  consultation  and  the  unsui. tabilitv  criteria  were  applied  to 
that  portion  of  the  Kirby  coal  area  found  acceptable  in  the  original 
multiple  use  analysis  conducted  in  1^74.   ^he  criteria  were  applied  using 
the  latest  information  available.   Federal,  state  and  local  agencies, 
applicable  surface  owners,  and  other  affected  parties  were  contacted  and 
open  house  meetings  were  held  in  an  effort  to  get  maximum  public  partici- 
pation in  the  nrocess.  Areas  meeting  the  various  criteria  were  delineated 
on  overlays  along  with  buffer  zones  where  required.   In  cases  where  it  was 
applicable,  the  exceptions  to  the  criteria  were  applied.   In  sone 
instances,  additional  exceptions  mav  be  applied  at  a  later  date  provided 
the  necessarv  parties  involved  agree  as  specified  in  the  unsui tability 
criteria.   In  the  Kirby  coal  area,  1  criterion  was  found  to  he  applicable. 
The  one  criterion  eliminated  136  acres  of  land  and  6,492,000  tons  of  coal. 
Three  surface  owners  in  the  Kirby  1PA  presented  negative  surface  owner 
views  on  S,042  acres  containing  174, 113,000  tons  of  federal  coal.   The 
negative  views  cumulatively  covered  three  large  contiguous  blocks  of 
federal  coal  and  were  considered  significant.   For  that  reason,  the  federal 
coal  underlying  the  three  blocks  of  negative  surface  owner  views  was 
eliminated  from  further  consideration.   Table  2— 8  lists  the  acres 
unsuitable  and  tons  of  coal  eliminated  under  each  criterion  and  negative 
surface  owner  views.   Total  federal  coal,  federal  coal  eliminated  and 
federal  coal  acceptable  pending  further  studv  are  also  listed. 


Note:    Attach  additional  sheets,  if  needed 
(Instructions  on  rcierse) 
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Forrr.  KJOO-21  (April  1975) 


^ARL?  2-8 
KTRHY  COAT.  AREA 

Application  of  Unsuitability  Criteria 
and 

Surface  Owner  Consultation 


Acreage  Tonnage 

Total  Federal  Coal*  10,677  448,000,000 


Unsuitability  Acreage  Tonnage              Exception 

Criterion  Unsuitable  Flininated              Applied 

3  136  6,402,000                No 

^otal  federal  coal 
deleted  by  unsuit- 
ability criteria  136  6,4^2,000 


Acreage  Tonnage 

Total    federal    coal    after   appli- 
cation   of    unsuitability   criteria  1.0,541  441,508,000 

Federal    coal   deleted    by  negative 

surface   owner  views-*  5,042  174,113,000 

Federal    coal    acceptable    for 

further   consideration    pending 

furtber    study  5,604  272,588,000 

*      Includes   all    federal    coal    in    the    Smith,    Anderson,    and    Dietz   beds.       In 
addition    to    this    total,    about    3°7,OOO,OO0    tons    of   coal    in    the    Canyon   bed 
occur    at    a   greater   depth.      The    Canyon   bed    is   generally   too   deep   and    too 
thin    to    strip  nine    in    the    south    part    of    the    area,    but    is    thicker    and   nay   he 
shallow  enough    to    strip    in    the   north    part   of    the   area. 

**   In    sone    instances   criteria   and    negative    surface   owner   views    overlapped 
and   consequently   elininated    the    sane    area  nore    than   once.      This    duplication 
was   recognized   and    accounted    for   in   the   acreage    found   acceptable    for 
further   consideration. 


0-94 


24 


^gdO^  R.  40E. 


D*P 


Seal*    In     Mil«s 

MINERALS  OWNED  BY 
THE  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT 
Symbol  Mineral  Rights 


All  Minerals 


W%      Coal  Only 


Oil  and  Gas  Only 


Oil.  Gas,  and  Coal  Only 


Kirby  and  Birney  Coal  Fields 


Federal  Coal  Acceptable  For 
Further  Consideration  For 
Coal  Leasing  Pending  Further 
Study 


Other 


□ 


No  symbol  indicates  no 
Federal  minerals 


Note:     Acquired  and  L.U.  may 

include  term  or  fractional 
interest  for  mineral  shown. 
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UNITED  STATES 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

Name  (MFP) 

Hecker-Rimey 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

Activity 

Minerals 

MANAGEMENT  FRAMEWORK  PLAN 

RECOMMEND  AT  ION -ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Overlay  Reference 
Step  1                        Step  3 

DFCISTON 


All  federal  coal,  except  for  that  excluded  by  the  unsuitability  criteria  or 
surface  owner  consultation,  in  the  Rirney  coal  area,  Pecker-Rirney  Planning 
Unit,  is  determined  to  be  "acceptable  for  further  consideration  for  coal 
development  pending  further  study."   The  area  acceptable  pending  further 
study  includes  10,024  acres  containing  813,507,000  tons  of  coal. 


RATI OVALE 


Surface  owner  consultation  and  the  unsuitability  criteria  were  applied  to 
that  portion  of  the  Rirney  coal  area  found  acceptable  in  the  original 
multiple  use  analysis  conducted  in  ]Q74.   The  criteria  were  applied  using 
tbe  latest  information  available.   Federal,  state  and  local  agencie-s, 
applicable  surface  owners,  and  other  affected  parties  were  contacted  and 
open  house  meetings  were  held  in  an  effort  to  get  maximum  public  partici- 
pation in  the  process.  Areas  meeting  the  various  criteria  were  delineated 
on  overlays  alonq  with  buffer  zones  where  required.   In.  cases  where  it  was 
applicable,  the  exceptions  to  the  criteria  were  applied.   In  some 
instances,  additional  exceptions  may  be  applied  at  a  later  date  provided 
the  necessary  parties  involved  agree  as  specified  in  the  unsuitability 
criteria.   In  the  Birney  coal  area,  3  criteria  were  found  to  be  applicable. 
Tbe  3  criteria  eliminated  5^4  acres  of  land  and  44,493,H00  tons  of  coal. 
Table  2-°  lists  the  acres  unsuitable  and  tons  of  coal  eliminated  under  each 
criterion.   Total  federal  coal,  federal  coal  eliminated  and  federal  coal 
acceptable  pending  further  study  are  also  listed. 


Note:    Attach  additional  sheets,   if  needed 


{Instructions  on  reverse) 
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Form   1600-21  (April  1975; 


''"ABLE  2-9 
RTRMFv  COAL  ARKA 

Application  of  nnsuitability  Criteria 

and 

Surface  Owner  Consultation 


Acreage  Tonnage 

Total  Federal  Coal*  10, MR  863,000,000 


nnsuitability  Acreage  Tonnage             Exception 

Criterion  Unsuitable  Flininated              Applied 

4**  146  8,223,000                No 

7  1.7  13  7,632                Yes 

13  448  36,270,000                No 

Total  federal  coal 
deleted  by  unsuit- 

abilitv  criteria  5^4  44,413,000 


Acreage  Tonnage 

Total  federal  coal  after  appli- 
cation of  uusuitability  criteria  10,024  818,507,000 

Federal  coal  deleted  by  negative 

surface  owner  views  0  0 

Federal  coal  acceptable  for 

further  consideration  pending 

further    study  10,024  813,507,000 

*      Includes   all    federal   coal    in    the   Wall   bed.    The   Canyon   and   Cook   beds    are 
strippable,    but   reserves   were   not   calculated   due    to   lack   of   data.      Reserves 
in    the   Canyon   and    Cook    beds   are   minor    compared    to    those    in    the   Wall    bed. 

**     Wilderness    study  area  delineated    after   draft   MFP  Amendment   was   printed. 
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UNITED  STATES 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

Name  (MFP) 

Decke r-Bi rney 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

Activity 

Mi  nerals 

MANAGEMENT  FRAMEWORK  PLAN 

RECOMMEND  AT  ION -ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Overlay  Reference 
Step  1                         Step  3 

nFCT^TON 


All    federal    coal,    except    for    that    excluded    by   the    unsuitabilitv   criteria    or 
surface   owner   consultation,    in    the   ^ecker   coal   area,    necker-Rirney   Planning 
Unit,    is   determined    to    he    "acceptable    for    further    consideration    for   coal 
development."    ^he    acceptable    areas    total    ?A    acres    containing    2,419,000    tons 
o  f   coal . 


RATIONAL F 


Surface  omer  consultation  and  the  unsuitability  criteria  were  apolied  to 
that  portion  of  the  necker  coal  area  found  acceptable  in  the  original 
multiple  use  analysis  conducted  in  1074.   The  criteria  were  applied  using 
the  latest  information  available.   Federal,  state  and  local  agencies  and 
other  affected  parties  were  contacted  and  open  house  meetings  were  held  in 
an  effort  to  get  maximum  public  participation  in  the  process.  Areas  meeting 
the  various  criteria  were  delineated  on  overlays  along  with  buffer  zones 
where  required.   In  cases  where  it  was  applicable,  the  exceptions  to  the 
criteria  were  applied.   Tn  some  instances,  additional  exceptions  ma^  be 
applied  at  a  later  date  provided  the  necessary  parties  involved  agree  as 
specified  in  the  unsuitability  criteria.   Tn  the  necker  coal  area,  1 
criterion  was  found  to  be  anplicable.   The  1  criterion  eliminated  fi  acres 
of  land  and  327,000  tons  of  coal.   Table  2-10  lists  the  acres  unsuitable 
and  tons  of  coal  eliminated  under  each  criterion.   ^otal  federal  coal, 
federal  coal  eliminated  and  federal  coal  acceptable  are  also  listed. 


Note:    Attach  additional  sheets,  if  needed 


(Instructions  on  reverse) 
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Form  1600-21  (April  1975) 


TA^LE  2-1 n 
DECKER  COAL  AR^A 

Application  of  Unstiit ability  Oriteria 

and 

Surface  Owner  Consultation 


Acreage  Tonnage 

Total  Federal  Coal*  40  2,746,000 


Unsuitability  Acreage  Tonnage             Exception 

Criterion  Unsuitable  Eliminated              Applied 

3  6  327, ooo             No 

Total  federal  coal 
deleted  by  unsuit- 
ability criteria  6  3?7,000 


Acreage  Tonnage 

Total  federal  coal  after  appli- 
cation of  unsuitability  criteria  34  7,419,000 

Federal  coal  deleted  by  negative 

surface  owner  views  0  0 

Federal  coal  acceptable  for 

furtber  consideration  34  2,419,000 


*      Includes  all  federal  coal  in  the  Uietz  1  and  2  beds.  Tn  addition  to  this 
total,  1,403,000  tons  of  coal  in  the  Canyon  bed  occur  at  greater  depth, 
marginal  to  strip  mining.   The  total  federal  coal  figure  only  applies  to 
the  small  part  of  the  West  Decker  coal  field  not  included  in  the  1979  MFP 
Update. 


2-7.9 
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""irw'uiWi'T"-'"""' "    Hansen >""" ""?'  '"■"■■"'  ^'""f.'r.r.r^ — — — . 

fliER  R.  39E.  ifl^^W'^^  R.  40E 


^iil 


MINERALS  OWNED  BY 
THE  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT 
Symbol  Mineral  Rights 

All  Minerals 

Hpf      Coal  Only 

my,;: 

Oil  and  Gas  Only 

Oil,  Gas.  and  Coal  Only 


Decker  Coal  Fields 


Federal  Coal  Acceptable  For 
Further  Consideration  For 
Coal  Leasing-Amendment  Only 


==   Other 


□ 


No  symbol  indicates  no 
Federal  minerals 


Note:     Acquired  and  L.U.  may 

include  term  or  fractional 
interest  for  mineral  shown 
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^  CCll      I";        M(t«I» 
MINERALS  OWNED  BY 
THE  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT 

Symbol  Mineral  Rights 

All  Minerals 

Wp/,,      Coal  Only 

Oil  and  Gas  Only 

f§     Oil.  Gas.  and  Coal  Only 


Decker  Coal  Field 

Federal  Coal  Acceptable  For 
Further  Consideration  For 
Coal  Leasing-Combined  Update 
and  Amendment  Areas 


□ 


Other 


No  symbol  indicates  no 
Federal  minerals. 


Note:     Acquired  and  L.U.  may 

include  term  or  fractional 
interest  for  mineral  shown 
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UNITED  STATES 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

Name  (MFP) 

r>ecker-Ri  rnev 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

Activity 

mi  n era Is 

MANAGEMENT  FRAMEWORK  PLAN 

RECOMMEND  AT  ION -ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Overlay  Reference 
Step  1                        Step  3 

nKCTSIOM 


All  federal  coal,  except  for  that  excluded  by  the  tin  suitability  criteria  or 
surface  owner  consultation,  in  the  Fast  Decker  coal  area,  Decker-Blrney 
Dlanning  Unit,  is  determined  to  be  "acceptable  for  further  consideration 
for  coal  development ."   The  acceptable  areas  total  4  57  acres  containing 
48, OIK, 000  tons  of  coal. 


RATIONALE 


Surface  owner  consultation  and  the  unsui tability  criteria  were  applied  to 
that  portion  of  the  Fast  Meeker  coal  area  found  acceptable  in  the  original 
multiple  use  analysis  conducted  in  J.  0  7  4 .   The  criteria  were  applied  using 
the  latest  information  available.   Federal,  state  and  local  agencies  and 
other  affected  parties  were  contacted  and  open  house  meetings  were  held  in 
an  effort  to  get  maximum  public  participation  in  the  process.  Areas  meeting 
the  various  criteria  were  delineated  on  overlays  along  with  buffer  zones 
where  required.   In  cases  where  it  *jas  applicable,  the  exceptions  to  the 
criteria  were  applied.   In  some  instances,  additional  exceptions  ma"  be 
applied  at  a  later  date  provided  the  necessary  parties  involved  agree  as 
specified  in  the  unsui tabili tv  criteria.   In  the  Fast  TVcker  coal  area,  1 
criterion  was  found  to  he  applicable.   The  1  criterion  eliminated  7  acres 
of  land  and  715,000  tons  of  coal.   Table  2—11  lists  the  acres  unsuitable 
and  tons  of  coal  eliminated  under  each  criterion.   Total  federal  coal, 
federal  coal  eliminated  and  federal  coal  acceptable  are  also  listed. 


Note:    Attach  additional  sheets,  if  needed 


(Instruction!;  on  reverse) 
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Form  11)00—21  (April  1975) 


^ARLF  2-1  1 
FAST  nFCKFW  COAL  ARFA 

Application  of  Unsuitability  Criteria 

and 

Surface  Owner  Consultation 


Acreage  Tonnage 

^otal  Federal  Coal*  464  49,653,000 


Unsuitability  Acreage  Tonnage             Fxception 

Criterion  Unsuitable  Fliminated             Applied 

3  7  715,000                 No 

^otal  federal  coal 
deleted  by  unsuit- 
ability criteria  7  715,000 


Acreage  Tonnage 

Total  federal  coal  after  appli- 
cation of  unsuitability  criteria  457  48,^38,000 

Federal  coal  deleted  by  negative 

surface  owner  views  0  0 

Federal  coal  acceptable  for 

further  consideration  457  48,038,000 


*   Includes  all  federal  coal  in  the  Smith,  Anderson,  and  except  in  the 
southeast  part  of  the  area,  the  Dietz  1  and  2    beds.  In  addition  to  this 
total,  about  12,640,000  tons  of  coal  in  the  Canyon  bed  occur  at  greater 
depth,  marginal  to  strip  mining.   The  total  federal  coal  figure  also  does 
not  include  coal  reserves  under  current  federal  lease. 


7-33 


UNITED  STATES 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT  FRAMEWORK  PLAN 

RECOMMEND  AT  ION -ANALYSIS-DECISION 


Name  (MFP) 

Decker-Birney 


Activity 

Minerals 


Overlay  Reference 
Step  1  Step  3 


DECISION 


All  federal  coal,  except  for  that  excluded  by  the  unsuitability  criteria  or 
surface  owner  consultation,  in  the  Hanging  woman  coal  area,  Decker-Mrney 
Planning  Unit,  is  determined  to  be  "acceptable  for  further  consideration  for 
coal  development."   The  area  acceptable  for  further  consideration  includes 
21,620  acres  containing  1,087,032,000  tons  of  coal. 


RATIONALE 


Surface  owner  consultation  and  the  unsuitability  criteria  were  applied  to  that 
portion  of  the  Hanging  Homan  coal  area  found  acceptable  in  the  original  multiple 
use  analysis  conducted  in  1975.   The  criteria  were  applied  using  the  latest 
information  available.   Federal,  state  and  local  agencies,  applicable  surface* 
owners,  and  other  affected  parties  were  contacted  and  open  house  meetings  were 
held  in  an  effort  to  get  maximum  public  participation  in  the  process.  Areas 
meeting  the  various  criteria  were  delineated  on  overlays  along  with  buffer  zones 
where  required.   In  cases  where  it  was  applicable,  the  exceptions  to  the 
criteria  were  applied.  In  some  instances,  additional  exceptions  may  be  applied 
at  a  later  date  provided  the  necessary  parties  involved  agree  as  specified  in 
the  unsuitability  criteria.   In  the  Hanging  Woman  coal  area,  7  criteria  were 
found  to  be  applicable.   The  7  criteria  eliminated  2,257  acres  of  land  and 
Sfij^fSR^OOO  tons  of  coal,   ^able  2-12  lists  the  acres  unsuitable  and  tons  of  coal 
eliminated  under  each  criterion.   Total  federal  coal,  federal  coal  eliminated 
and  federal  coal  acceptable  are  also  listed. 


>te: Attach  additional  sheets,  if  needed 

islruclions  on  reverse) 
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Form  1600-21  (April  1975) 


^ARL*7  2-12 
HANGING  WOMAN  COAL  AFFA 

Application  of  Unsuitability  Criteria 
and 
Surface  Owner  Consultation 


^otal  Federal  Coal 


1 


Acreage 


21,877 


Tonnage 


1,174,000,000 


Unsuitability 

Criterion 


2 

3 

7 
ll9- 
14^ 

IS* 

16 

Total  federal  coal 
deleted  bv  unsuit- 
abilitv  criteria 


Acreage 
Unsuitable 

35 
241 
0.1 
125 
105 
1,438 
353 


2,257 


Tonnage 
Eliminated 

1,441,000 

10,263,000 

1,^36 

?, 640,000 

2,402,000 

61 ,741,000 

Q, 115,000 


8Q.Q6R.000 


Exception 
Applied 

No 

No 

Yes 

No 

No 

No 
No 


Acreage 


Tonnage 


21,620 


0 


l,OR7,O32,O00 


0 


^otal  federal  coal  after  appli- 
cation of  unsuitability  criteria 

Federal  coal  deleted  by  negative 
surface  owner  views 

Federal  coal  acceptable  for 

further  consideration  21,620  1,087,032,000 

"•   Includes  all  federal  coal  in  the  Anderson  and  Pietz  beds. 


Colden  eagle  nest  delineated  after  draft  MFP  Amendment  was  printed. 


Migratory  bird  habitat  (burrowing  owl)  delineated  after  draft  MFF  Amendment 
was  printed. 

*  Revised  total  adds  517  acres  totaling  2.0,  ^IS  ,000  tons  to  areas  under 
Criterion  15.   Includes  sharptail  and  sage  grouse  leks  delineated  after  draft 
MFP  Amendment  was  printed. 

In  some  instances,  criteria  overlapped  and  consequent.lv  eliminated  the  same 
area  more  than  once.  This  duplication  was  recognized  and  accounted  for  in  the 
total. 


2-^5 


MINERALS  OWNED  BY 
THE  TEDERAL  GOVERNMENT 

Symbol  Mineral  Rights 

'ill!    ill      All  Minerals 


Seal*    In     Miles 


Coal   Only 


Hanging  Woman  Coal  Field 


Oil  and  Gas  Only 


Mil      0I1    Gas'  dnd  Coal  °nly 


Federal  Coal  Acceptable  For 
Further  Consideration  For 
Coal  Leasing 


:=1"      Other 


D 


No  symbol  indicates  no 
Federal  minerals 


Note       Acquired  and  L.U.  may 

include  term  or  fractional 
interest  for  mineral  shown 
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UNITED  STATES 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

Name  (MFP) 

Decke r-Birney 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

Activity 

Minerals 

MANAGEMENT  FRAMEWORK  PLAN 

RECOMMEND  AT  ION -ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Overlay  Reference 
Step  1                         Step  3 

OF CI ST ON 


All  federal  coal,  except  for  that  excluded  by  the  itnsuitahility  criteria  or 
surface  owner  consultation,  in  the  Moorhead  coal  area,  Decker-Birney  Plan- 
ning Tlnit,  is  determined  to  be  "acceptable  for  further  consideration  for 
coal  development  pending  further  study."   The  area  acceptable  pending 
further  studv  includes  24,132  acres  containing  1,816,783,000  tons  of  coal. 


PATIONALF, 


Surface  owner  consultation  and  the  unsui tabil ity  criteria  were  applied  to 
that  portion  of  the  Moorhead  coal  area  found  acceptable  in  the  original 
multiple  use  analysis  conducted  in  1°74.   The  criteria  were  applied  using 
the  latest  information  available.   Federal,  state  and  local  agencies, 
applicable  surface  owners,  and  other  affected  parties  were  contacted  and 
open  house  meetings  were  held  in  an  effort  to  get  maximum  public  partici- 
pation in  the  process.  Areas  meeting  the  various  criteria  were  delineated 
on  overlays  along  with  buffer  zones  where  required.   In  cases  where  it  was 
applicable,  the  exceptions  to  the  criteria  were  applied.   In  some 
instances,  additional  exceptions  may  be  applied  at  a  later  date  provided 
tbe  necessary  parties  involved  agree  as  specified  in  the  unsuitabilitv 
criteria.   In  tbe  Moorhead  coal  area,  3  criteria  were  found  to  be 
applicable.   The  3  criteria  eliminated  8  5^  acres  of  land  and  52,217,000 
tons  of  coal.   Table  2-13  lists  the  acres  unsuitable  and  tons  of  coal 
eliminated  under  eacb  criterion.   '"otal  federal  coal,  federal  coal 
eliminated  and  federal  coal  acceptable  pending  further  study  are  also 
listed. 


Nofe:     Attach  additional  sheets,   if  needed 


'  I),  s  traction  v  on  reve 
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Form  1600-21  (April  1975) 


TABLE  2-13 
MOORHFAn  COAL  AREA 

Application  of  Nnsui tabilitv  Criteria 
and 
Surface  Owner  Consultation 


Acreage 


Tonnage 


^otal  Federal  Coal" 


24,001 


]  ,86^,000,000 


Tins  ui  tab  ill  ty 

Criterion 


Acreage 
Unsuitable 


Tonnage 
Eliminated 


Fxcept ion 
Applied 


2 
3 

16*  * 


2 
645 
?.]  2 


158,000 

42,5] 2,000 

0,547,000 


No 
No 
No 


Total  federal  coal 
deleted  by  unsuit- 
abllity   criteria 


8  SO 


52,217,000 


Total  federal  coal  after  appli- 
cation of  unsuitability  criteria 


Acreage 


24,132 


Tonnage 


1  ,8]  .6,783,000 


Federal  coal  deleted  by  negative 
surface  owner  views 


Federal  coal  acceptable  for 
furtber  consideration  pending 
furtber  study 


24,132 


1,816,783,000 


*   Includes  all  federal  coal  in  tbe  Anderson,  Oietz,  and  Canyon  beds. 

**  Revised  total  deletes  57  acres  totaling  3,210,000  tons  fron  flood  plain 
shown  in  draft  MFP  Amendment. 


o-^8 


Scol*    In     Mil** 


MINERALS  OWNED  BY 
THE  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT 
Symbol  Mineral  Rights 

All  Minerals 


Moorhead   Coal   Field 


HP      Coal  Only 

^H     Oil  and  Gas  Only 

III     Oil.  Gas,  and  Coal  Only 


Federal  Coal  Acceptable  For 
Further  Consideration  For 
Coal  Leasing  Pending  Further 
Study 


□ 


Other 


No  symbol  indicates  no 
Federal  minerals. 


Note:     Acquired  and  L.U.  may 

include  term  or  fractional 
interest  for  mineral  shown. 
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TART,F  2-14 

Acreanes  and  Tons  of  Federal  Coal 
Eliminated  by  Each  Unsuitahility  Criterion 
After  Exceptions  Were  Applied 


Tons 

n 

2,072,000 

os, 813,000 

8,223,000 

o 
n 

o 

0 
0 

0 

2,ft4n,non 

0 

36,270,000 

2,402,000 

75,082,000 

55,821,000 

0 

0 

o 

0 

total  5,000  281,323,000 


Criterion 

1 
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1 
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5 

ft 
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in 

11 
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SECTION  3 

MANAGEMENT  SITUATION  ANALYSIS  AND  APPLICATION  OF  UNSUITABILITY  CRITERIA 

A.    Management  Situation  Analysis 

Resource  uses  on  BLM-administered  public  lands  in  the  Powder  River  Resource  Area 
are  principally  livestock  grazing,  uses  related  to  wildlife  and  recreation, 
watershed  values,  and  minerals  production  (principally  coal).   The  FLPMA  provides 
BLM  authority  for  management  while  the  application  of  its  Bureau  Planning  System 
provides  specific  management  guidelines  for  the  various  uses.   Applicable  to  this 
area,  where  large  coal  reserves  exist  and  where  surface  mining  is  occurring  or  may 
occur,  processes  related  to  planning  are  further  provided  for  by  the  Department  of 
Interior's  Federal  Coal  Management  Program.   Specified  values  over  federal  mineral 
ownership  are  further  protected  by  legislation  such  as  SMCRA. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has  established  a  tentative  leasing  target  of  776 
million  tons  of  coal  for  1982  in  the  Powder  River  Basin  of  Montana  and  Wyoming. 
MFP's  in  the  Powder  River  area  are  being  amended  to  meet  the  requirements  of  the 
SMCRA  and  determine  which  public  lands  are  acceptable  for  further  consideration 
for  coal  leasing  and  which  are  unsuitable  for  surface  mining.   Public  lands  being 
considered  under  this  amendment  are  within  the  coal  lease  recommendation  areas 
identified  in  the  10  75  land  use  planning  processes,  the  Decker-Birney ,  South 
Rosebud,  and  Coalwood  MFP's.   The  amendment  area  contains  approximately  139,700 
acres  and  7.2  billion  tons  of  federal  coal.   The  BLM  Casper  District  (Wyoming)  is 
also  amending  an  MFP  in  the  Powder  River  Basin. 

Application  of  the  unsuitability  criteria  to  the  federal  coal  in  the  MFP  lease 
recommendation  areas  (LRA's)  is  included  in  this  section.   The  acreage  of  federal 
coal  lands  that  the  criteria  applied  to,  and  whether  exceptions  were  applied  or 
not  is  explained  by  narrative  and  shown  on  accompanying  maps.   A  list  of  those 
criteria  that  did  not  apply  to  individual  areas  is  also  included. 

In  addition  to  the  above,  the  cumulative  acreage  and  tonnage  of  coal  deleted  by 
each  criteria  is  shown  on  Table  2-14  in  Section  2.   Tables  2-1  through  2-13  in 
Section  2  include  tabular  data  on  criteria  application  for  each  coal  area  and  the 
accompanying  maps  show  the  geographic  application.   Table  2-15  shows  the  two 
categories  of  federal  coal  after  amendment:   (1)   the  federal  coal  acceptable  for 
further  consideration  for  leasing,  and  (2)  federal  coal  acceptable  for  further 
consideration  for  leasing  pending  further  study.   This  table  also  summarizes  the 
federal  coal,  by  coal  area,  deleted  by  negative  surface  owner  views  and  by  the 
unsuitability  criteria. 

In  addition  to  BLM-administered  public  resources  and  extensive  private  holdings, 
the  Crow  and  Northern  Cheyenne  Indian  Reservations  and  the  Ashland  Division  of  the 
Custer  National  Forest  occur  within  or  adjacent  to  the  planning  area.   County 
Comprehensive  Plans  have  been  completed  by  Big  Horn,  Rosebud  and  Custer  Counties, 
and  the  Custer  National  Forest  has  developed  a  Land  Management  Plan  on  the  Ashland 
Division.   Land  use  plans  have  not  been  developed  by  the  Crow  or  Cheyenne  at 
present.   A  Water  Ouality  Management  Plan,  including  the  amendment  area,  has  been 
prepared  by  the  Yellowstone-Tongue  Areawide  Planning  Organization  under  a  Section 
"208"  grant  from  EPA.   The  area  was  also  included  in  the  Yellowstone  River  Basin 
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"Level  R"  study  completed  by  Che  Missouri  River  Basin  Commission.   Direct  and 
indirect  impacts,  both  natural  resource  and  socio-economic,  on  all  ownerships  must 
be  considered  in  the  land  use  planning  and/or  activity  planning  processes.   The 
amendment  is  being  coordinated  with  the  above  agencies  in  an  effort  to  forestall 
conflicts  where  possible. 

Dependence  on  resources  from  public  lands  varies  considerably  from  area  to  area, 
however,  the  most  dependent  of  surface  uses  throughout  is  the  ranching  and  farming 
industry  which  requires  sustained  forage  production  for  livestock  and  availability 
of  land  for  feed  and  crop  production.   A  deep  concern  for  the  impacts  of  surface 
mining  on  the  present  agricultural  use  of  the  land,  reclamation  potential,  unknown 
effects  on  groundwater  and,  in  addition,  the  ever-present  threat  of  change  in 
lifestyle  are  issues  that  have  been  raised.   The  mining  industry  is  heavily 
dependent  on  coal  from  the  Colstrip  and  Decker  fields,  a  portion  of  which  is 
interspersed  federal  coal.   The  coal  industry  is  concerned  with  availability  of  an 
economic,  sustained  supply  of  coal  without  unnecessary  restrictions.   There  are 
approximately  S,750  acres  of  federal  coal  in  the  Colstrip  field  and  16,670  acres 
of  federal  coal  in  the  Decker  field  under  lease  and  on  which  mining  has  started. 

A  number  of  opportunities  have  been  provided  for  public  input  to  the  amendment 
process  including  individual  and  group  sessions  for  issues  identification,  inter- 
agency coordination  meetings,  and  surface  owner  consultation.   Refer  to  Appendix 
B  for  additional  detail.   Additional  opportunities  were  scheduled  for  public 
review  of  draft  and  final  decisions  as  well  as  a  combined  formal  hearing  on  the 
final  decisions  of  this  amendment  and  the  July  1979  Powder  River  MFP  Update. 

threshold  levels  for  coal  development  have  not  been  established  (other  than  the 
Secretary's  leasing  target)  in  this  amendment.   These  and  other  attendant 
thresholds  will  be  considered  in  the  Regional  EIS. 

No  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACEC's)  have  been  identified  in  the 
coal  lease  recommendation  areas  (LRA's). 
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^.    Application  of  the  Unsuitability  Criteria  to  the  Colstrip  Area 

Tn  the  July  1979  Update,  the  unsuitability  criteria  were  applied  only  to  those 
areas  not  under  an  existing  lease.   This  was  in  accordance  with  the  Secretarial 
Issue  Document,  Federal  Coal  Management  Program,  June  1979.   The  Coal  Management 
Regulations  of  July  19,  1979,  direct  the  RLM  to  apply  the  unsuitability  criteria 
to  those  non-producing  leases  issued  prior  to  the  effective  date  of  the  regula- 
tions.  The  criteria  are  being  applied  to  these  areas  in  this  MFP  Amendment.  Those 
leases  or  portions  of  leases  with  an  existing,  approved  mine  plan  will  have  the 
unsuitability  criteria  applied  at  the  time  of  mine  plan  submission  for  further 
areas  of  mining. 

Criteria  2,  4,  5,  6,  8,  9,  10,  12,  17,  18  and  20  did  not  apply  in  the  LRA.   The 
criteria  which  were  found  to  apply  are: 

Criterion  1:    Federal  Land  Systems 

In  the  draft  amendment,  criterion  1  was  found  to  apply  to  416  acres 
containing  18,304,000  tons  of  federal  coal  in  section  6,  T. IN. ,  R.40F.  and 
section  32,  T.2M.,  R.40F.  of  the  Colstrip  LRA. 

The  416  acres  originally  found  unsuitable  are  now  acceptable  for  further 
consideration  pending  final  disposition  of  withdrawal". 

Criterion  3:    Buffer  Zones  Along  Rights-of-Way  and  Adjacent  to  Communities  and 
Buildings 

Three  occupied  dwellings  were  identified  in  the  area^>  ^»  .   Lands  under 
these  dwellings  and  an  additional  300-foot  buffer  zone  around  them  are 
unsuitable  for  mining.   Acreage  eliminated  by  the  dwellings  totals  19.5 
acres'  and  contains  823,000  tons  of  coal. 

Public  roads  cross  or  border  federal  minerals  in  several  places  in  the 
area*>^>  .   The  road  right-of-way  plus  a  buffer  of  100  feet  outside  the 
right-of-way  are  unsuitable  for  mining.   The  acreage  eliminated  by  the  roads 
and  buffer  zone  totals  137.5  acres'  containing  5,550,000  tons  of  coal. 

Exception 

No  exception  can  be  applied  at  this  time  to  the  roads  or  occupied  dwellings 
identified  or  the  300-foot  buffer  around  them.  Any  exception  would  require 
formal  agreement  with  the  owner  of  the  dwellings. 

An  exception  may  be  applied  to  the  public  roads  and  dwellings  at  a  later  date 
provided  all  parties  involved  agree  on  a  relocation  plan.   No  such  agreement 
presently  exists. 

Criterion  7.    Historic  Lands  and  Sites 

A  large  portion  of  this  area  has  been  surveyed  for  cultural  resources. 
Enough  data  has  been  gathered  already  for  land  use  planning  pur- 
poses1 l  > 1  5> [  6> l  7>27. 

Four  prehistoric  sites  have  been  recorded  in  this  area  (including  a  one-half 
mile  buffer  zone).  One,  a  petroglyph  panel,  has  been  entirely  destroyed,  and 
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the  remaining  three  are  believed  to  be  ineligible  for  the  National  Register. 
This  conclusion  was  reached  by  the  RLM  after  applying  eligibility  criteria, 
to  each  site.   These  sites  all  appear  to  be  adequately  mitigated  and  there- 
fore will  not,  the  RLM  believes,  exclude  this  area  from  mining. 

The  RLM  is  consulting  with  the  Montana  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 
and  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  on  RLM's  application  of 
unsuitability  criteria.  The  State  Historic  Preservation  Office  is  also  being 
consulted  on  RLM's  National  Register  eligibility  determinations. 

Criterion  11.   Raid  and  Colden  Eagle  Nests 

Two  golden  eagle  nest  sites^»52  Yiave   been  identified  near  the  LRA's.   One 
site  is  located  along  the  West  Fork  of  Armell's  Creek,  approximately  three 
miles  north  of  the  LRA  and  no  area  was  excluded.   The  other  nest  site  is 
located  on  private  surface,  private  minerals,  where  the  RLM  has  no  authority 
to  apply  the  unsuitability  criteria. 

Criterion  13.   Falcon  Cliff  Nesting  Sites 

Three  prairie  falcon  nest  sites^'^'-  have  been  identified  in  and  around  the 
LRA.   The  one  nest  site  in  the  LRA  is  in  an  area  which  has  been  mined  and 
reclaimed.   This  nest  has  successfully  fledged  young  for  the  past  two  years, 
however,  no  land  was  excluded  as  it  has  already  been  mined.   The  other  two 
nest  sites  are  located  a  sufficient  distance  outside  the  LRA's  (1/2  mile  or 
more),  so  that  no  areas  were  excluded. 

Criterion  14.   Migratory  Rirds  of  High  Federal  Interest 

Six  migratory  bird  species  of  high  federal  interest  for  the  Powder  River  Coal 
Region  have  been  identified  in  the  Colstrip  lease  recommendation 
areas"'^'^  .   The  bald  eagle,  peregrine  falcon,  ferruginous  hawk  and 
merlin  have  been  identified  as  migrants  through  the  area  and  no  areas  of  high 
priority  habitat  have  been  identified.   The  golden  eagle  and  prairie  falcon 
breed  in  the  area  and  were  addressed  under  criteria  11  and  13. 

Criterion  15.   State  Resident  Fish  and  Wildlife 

Sharp-tailed  grouse  occur  throughout  the  Colstrip  area  and  several  leks  have 
been  identif ied^ 1 > 52#   Five  of  these  leks  have  been  identified  on  or  near 
the  lease  recommendation  area,  with  three  of  the  leks  located  over  federal 
minerals.   One  lek  was  far  enough  from  the  LRA  that  no  exclusions  were  made 
for  it.   The  second  lek  is  located  in  an  area  of  an  existing  federal  mineral 
(coal)  lease  which  has  an  approved  mine  plan  on  a  portion  of  the  lease.   The 
unsuitability  criteria  will  be  applied  to  the  remainder  of  the  lease  area  at 
the  time  of  mine  plan  submission.   For  the  third  lek  located  over  federal 
minerals,  181  acres  containing  7,^64,000  tons  of  coal  were  excluded  under 
this  criterion  to  protect  the  lek  and  maintain  a  portion  of  the  available 
nesting  c  over56. 

If  it  can  be  shown  and  the  State  of  Montana  agrees  that  all  or  stipulated 
methods  of  mining  will  not  have  significant  long-term  impact  on  the  areawide 
sharp-tailed  grouse  population  and  their  habitat  and  that  reclamation  and 
management  of  reclamation  areas  would  provide  suitable  post-mining  habitat, 
this  lek  and  nesting  area  could  be  considered  for  leasing. 
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A  large  mule  deer  winter  concentration  area  has  been  identifier!  throughout 
the  southeast  portion  of  the  LRA   .   A  crucial  portion  of  this  winter  range 
has  been  identified  around  the  head  of  Miller  Creek,  T.  1  NJ.  ,  R.  41  E.  ,  sec- 
tions 11,  1?  and  14'-  .   ^bese  ridgelines  are  outside  the  LRA  and  no 
exclusion  was  nade. 

Several  other  species  of  high  interest  to  the  State  of  Montana  have  been 
observed  in  the  LRA.   Six  raptor  species  of  interest  are  covered  under  cri- 
teria 11,  1?  and  14.   The  upland  sandpiper  also  occurs  in  the  area,  but  no 

federal  lands  have  been  identified  essential  for  the  maintenance  of  tbis 

5R 
species   . 

Criterion  16.   Flood  Plains 

^he  only  100-year  flood  plain  that  has  been  determined  unsuitable  is  along 
the  Fast  Fork  of  Arnell's  Creek  as  identified  bv  the  Oepartnent  of  Housing 

79 

and  Urban  Development   .   ^his  flood  plain  excluded  approximate! v  41  acres 
containing  1,7?,?, 000  tons  of  coal  from  the  Colstrip  lease  recommendation 
area.   Other  100-year  flood  plains  in  the  area  were  considered  to  be  along 
ephemeral  streams  that   have  flows  so  small  that  specific  leasing  could  be 
undertaken  without  substantial  threat  of  loss  to  people  or  property  or  to  the 

natural  and  beneficial  values  of  the  flood  plain  of  these  drainages  or  to 

79 
downstream  areas   . 

Criterion  10.   Alluvial  uallev  floors 

Areas  identified  preliminarilv  as  alluvial  valley  floors  (AVF's)  have  met 
both  the  geomorphic  and  water  availabilitv  characteristics  outlined  in  Rart  1 
of  the  August  15,  1078,  draft  guidelines  provided  by  the  Office  of  Surface 
Mining  +.   Rart  1  is  intended  to  distinguish  areas  clearly  not  AVF's  from 
those  where  further  study  may  confirm  identification  of  AVF's.   federal  lands 
outside  of  the  AVF's  which,  if  mined,  would  contribute  to  the  disruption  of 
water  systems  supplying  the  AVF's,  were  not  considered  at  this  time. 
Sufficient  data  were  available  to  preliminarily  identify  AVF's;  however, 
because  of  lack  of  detailed  studies  and  final  AVF  guidelines,  no  AVF's  were 
excluded  from  the  lease  recommendation  area.   More  detailed  analysis  to 
determine  final  AVF's  and  contributing  areas  will  be  done  during  activity 
planning  and  prior  to  approval  of  a  permit. 

Rreliminar il v  identified  AVF's  found  within  the  Colstrip  lease  recommendation 
area77-85,88,80,n?,05  lle  along  1-1/2  niles  of  the  Fast  Fork  of  Arnell's 
Creek  and  about  5  additional  miles  of  AVF  is  adjacent  to  the  area.   AVF's  are 
also  found  along  Richard  and  Lee  Coulees  plus  Donley,  Robbie  and  Stocker 
Creeks  within  1 /?  to  7   miles  of  the  lease  recommendation  area. 
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C .    Application  of  the  Unsuitability  Criteria  to  the  Creenleaf-Miller  Coal  Area 

Criteria  which  did  not  apply  in  the  LRA  are  1,  2,  4,  5,  6,  8,  16,  17,  18  and  20. 
Those  criteria  which  did  apply  follow. 

Criterion  3.    Buffer  Zones  Along  Rights-of-Way  and  Adjacent  to  Communities  and 
Buildings 

One  occupied  dwelling  was  identified *> 3 > 5 #  Federal  coal  under  the  dwelling 

and  within  a  buffer  area  300  feet  in  radius  from  the  dwelling  is  considered 

unsuitable  for  surface  mining  at  this  time.  This  amounts  to  6.5  acres' 
containing  373,000  tons  of  coal. 

Exception 

No  exception  can  be  applied  at  this  time  to  the  occupied  dwelling  or  the 
300- foot  buffer  zone  around  it.   Any  exception  would  require  agreement  with 
the  private  owner  of  the  dwelling.   Because  such  an  agreement  is  beyond  the 
scope  of  this  planning  effort,  no  exception  was  applied.   The  exception  may 
be  applied  at  a  later  date  provided  all  parties  involved  agree. 

Criterion  7.    Historic  Lands  and  Sites 

An  adequate  survey  for  cultural  resources  has  not  been  done  in  this  area  and 
none  is  projected  for  the  near  future.   Four  prehistoric  sites  and  one 
historic  homestead  have  been  identified  in  the  "recommendation  area",  includ- 
ing a  one-half  mile  buffer  zone'-'i-'.  More  information  must  be  gathered  on 
these  five  sites  before  BLM  can  judge  their  eligibility  for  inclusion  in  the 
National  Register*  ■'»  *^.   Pending  further  study,  these  sites  will  be 
considered  acceptable  for  further  consideration.   Therefore,  no  land  will  be 
excluded  in  this  area. 

The  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  and  the  Montana  State  Historic 
Preservation  Officer  are  being  consulted  on  BLM' a  application  of  unsuitabil- 
ity criteria. 

Criteria  9  through  15  were  not  applied  for  this  LRA  as  adequate  wildlife  data  is 
not  available  at  this  time.   A  contract  for  study  begun  March  1,  1980,  with  a 
final  report  due  December  1,  1981,  will  provide  the  needed  baseline  information 
for  application  of  these  unsuitability  criteria. 

Criterion  19.   Alluvial  Valley  Floors 

Areas  preliminarily  identified  as  alluvial  valley  floors  (AVF's)  have  met 
both  the  geomorphic  and  water  availability  characteristics  outlined  in  Part  I 
of  the  August  15,  1978,  draft  guidelines  provided  by  the  Office  of  Surface 
Mining'1^.   Part  I  is  intended  to  distinguish  areas  clearly  not  AVF's  from 
those  where  further  study  may  confirm  identification  of  AVF's.   Federal  land 
outside  of  the  AVF's  which,  if  mined,  would  contribute  to  the  disruption  of 
water  systems  supplying  the  AVF's,  was  not  considered  at  this  time.   Suffi- 
cient data  were  available  to  preliminarily  identify  AVF's,  however,  due  to 
lack  of  detailed  studies  and  final  AVF  guidelines,  no  areas  were  excluded 
from  the  lease  recommendation  area.   More  detailed  analysis  to  determine 
final  AVF's  and  contributing  areas  will  be  done  during  activity  planning  and 
prior  to  approval  of  a  permit. 

3-7 


Preliminarily  identified  AVF's  found  within  the  Oreenleaf-Miller  lease 
recommendation  area^"8''',^>()-  lie  along  2-1/2  miles  of  Greenleaf  Creek, 
and  adjacent  to  the  area  along  Miller  Creek. 
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Other 


No  symbol  indicates  no 
Federal  minerals. 


Note:     Acquired  and  L.U.  may 

include  term  or  fractional 
interest  for  mineral  shown. 


Scale    In     Milt* 


D .    Application  of  the  Unsuitabili ty  Criteria  to  the  Sweeney-Snider  Coal  Area 

Those  criteria  which  did  not  apply  in  the  LRA  were  1  thru  6,  8,  and  16  thru  20. 
Criteria  0  through  15  were  not  applied  for  this  LRA  as  adequate  wildlife  data  is 
not  available  at  this  time.   A  contract  for  study  begun  March  1,  1080,  with  a 
final  report  due  December  1,  1081,  will  provide  the  needed  baseline  information 
for  application  of  the  unsuitability  criteria  for  wildlife. 

Criterion  7.    Historic  Lands  and  Sites 

^his  area  has  not  yet  been  adequately  surveyed  for  archaeological  sites. 
Results  of  an  inventory  adequate  for  land  use  planning  purposes  will  be 
forthcoming  about  November  1980^.    Two  historic  homesteads  are  the  only 
cultural  resource  sites  that  have  been  identified  in  this  "lease  recommenda- 
tion area"  (including  a  one-half  mile  buffer  zone)^>  -'  .   Until  more  infor- 
mation is  gathered  on  them,  RLM  cannot  give  an  opinion  regarding  their 
National  Register  eligibility.   Under  criterion  7  they  are  considered  suit- 
able for  mining  pending  further  study. 

The  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  and  the  Montana  State  Historic 
Preservation  Officer  are  being  consulted  on  BLM's  application  of  unsuitabil- 
ity criteria. 


3-10 


Scala    In     Mil«t 

MINERALS  OWNED  3Y 
THE  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT 
Symbo I  M i neral  Rights 

All  Minerals 


Coal  Only 


Sweeney  Creek-Snider  Creek  Coal  Field 
Unsuitability  Criteria  Application 
None  Applied 


Oil  and  Gas  Only 


W&$      Oil.  Gas.  and  Coal  Only 


□ 


Other 


No  symbol  indicates  no 
Federal  minerals 


Note:      Acquired  and  L  U    may 

include  term  or  fractional 
interest  for  mineral  shown 


3-11 


F, .    Application  of  the  Unsuitabllity  Criteria  to  the  Foster  Creek  Coal  Area 

Criteria  which  were  found  not  to  apply  to  the  LRA  were  1,  2,  4,  5,  6,  8,  16,  17, 
18  and  20.   Those  which  did  apply  follow. 

Criterion  3.    Buffer  Zones  Along  Rights-of-Uay  and  Adjacent  to  Communities  and 
Buildings 

Five  occupied  dwellings  and  4.4  miles  of  public  road  were  identified  in  the 
lease  recommendation  area^>^> '.   The  dwellings  and  their  buffer  zones 
eliminated  32.5  acres  containing  690,000  tons  of  coal  from  further  considera- 
tion, while  the  roads  and  their  buffers  eliminated  150  acres'  containing 
3,867,000  tons  of  coal. 

Exception 

No  exceptions  were  applied  at  this  time  to  either  the  dwellings  or  the  roads. 
Any  exception  would  require  formal  agreement  with  all  parties  involved. 
Because  such  an  agreement  does  not  exist,  no  exception  can  be  applied  at  this 
time.  The  exceptions  may  be  applied  at  a  later  date  provided  all  parties 
involved  agree. 

Criterion  7.    Historic  Lands  and  Sites 

This  area  has  not  been  adequately  surveyed  for  cultural  resources.   Result?; 
of  an   inventory  adequate  for  land  use  planning  purposes  will  be  forthcoming 
about  November  1980*1.   Fifteen  prehistoric  sites  have  been  identified 
within  this  area  (including  a  one-half  mile  buffer  zone)2°>-'.   The  BLI1  has 
applied  the  criteria  for  National  Register  eligibility  to  these  sites  and 
believes  that  only  one  is  eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  Register*  >> *.  The 
BLM  is  in  the  process  of  seeking  a  formal  determination  of  eligibility  from 
the  Keeper  of  the  Register.  Under  criterion  7,  this  site  is  considered 
unsuitable  for  mining.   Determinations  on  the  remaining  fourteen  sites  cannot 
be  made  until  more  field  data  is  gathered.  Under  criterion  7,  these  sites  are 
considered  acceptable  for  further  consideration  pending  further  study. 

The  BLM  is  consulting  with  the  Montana  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  on 
BLM's  determination  of  eligibility  and  its  application  of  the  unsuitability 
criteria.   The  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  is  also  being  con- 
sulted on  BLM's  application  of  unsuitability  criteria. 

Exception 

An  exception  is  applied  to  the  one  site  believed  eligible  for  the  National 
Register  as  present  field  and  analytical  techniques  are  adequate  to  retrieve 
data  contained  in  the  site.   As  a  result,  no  lands  will  be  excluded'  »*  , 
pending  State  Historic  Preservation  Office  and  Advisory  Council  comment. 

Criteria  9  through  14  were  not  applied  for  this  lease  recommendation  area  as  ade- 
quate wildlife  data  is  not  available  at  this  time.   A  contract  for  study  begun 
March  1,  1980,  with  a  final  report  due  by  December  1,  1081 t    will  provide  the 
needed  baseline  information  for  application  of  the  unsuitability  criteria  for 
wildli  fe . 
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Criterion  15.   State  Resident  Fish  and  Wildlife 

Complete  data  is  not  available  for  adequate  application  of  this  criteria, 
however,  but  one  crucial  white-tailed  deer  wintering  area  has  been  identified 
over  federal  minerals  in  the  LRA^".  This  area  of  1 L 3  acres  containing 
5,377,000  tons  of  coal  was  excluded  from  mining  under  this  criterion.   Any 
other  application  of  this  criteria  will  be  done  at  the  completion  of  the 
wildlife  inventory  Oecember  1,  1981. 

Criterion  16.   Flood  Plains 

The  only  100-year  flood  plain  that  has  been  determined  unsuitable  is  along 
Pumpkin  Creek.   This  flood  plain  as  identified  by  the  U.S.  Geological 
survey'  ,  excluded  173  acres  containing  5,236,000  tons  of  coal  from  the 
Foster  Creek  lease  recommendation  area.   Other  100-year  flood  plains  in  the 
area  were  considered  to  be  along  ephemeral  streams  that  have  flows  so  small 
that  specific  leasing  could  be  undertaken  without  substantial  threat  of  loss 
to  people  or  property  and  the  natural  and  beneficial  values  of  the  flood 
plain  of  these  drainages  and  downstream' 3. 

Criterion  1Q.   Alluvial  Valley  Floors 

Areas  identified  preliminarily  as  alluvial  valley  floors  (AVF's)  have  met 
both  the  geomorphic  and  water  availability  characteristics  outlined  in  Part  I 
of  the  August  15,  1978,  draft  guidelines  provided  by  the  Office  of  Surface 
Mining'^.   Part  I  is  intended  to  distinguish  areas  clearly  not  AVF's  from 
those  where  further  study  may  confirm  identification  of  AVF's.   Federal  land 
outside  of  the  AVF's  which,  if  mined,  would  contribute  to  the  disruption  of 
water  systems  supplying  the.  AVF's,  was  not  considered  at  this  time.   Suffi- 
cient data  were  available  to  preliminarily  identify  AVF's,  however,  due  to 
lack  of  detailed  studies  and  final  AVF  guidelines,  no  areas  were  excluded 
from  the  lease  recommendation  area.   More  detailed  analysis  to  determine 
final  AVF's  and  contributing  areas  will  be  done  during  activity  planning  and 
prior  to  approval  of  a  permit. 

Preliminarily  identified  AVF's  found  within  the  Foster  Creek  lease  recom- 
mendation area'-,""">"""-'v'  lie  along  2  miles  of  Foster  Creek,  and  an 
additional  3  miles  of  Foster  Creek  AVF  are  adjacent  to  the  area.   Addition- 
ally, AVF  for  about  6  miles  along  Little  Pumpkin  Creek  is  adjacent  to  the 
area. 

Approximately  3-1/2.  miles  of  AVF  within  the  Foster  Creek  lease  recommendation 
area  lie  along  Pumpkin  Creek,  and  about  4  additional  miles  of  AVF  are  adja- 
cent to  the  area.  Within  the  Pumpkin  Creek  drainage,  there  is  also  AVF  for 
about  1-1/2  miles  of  Gould  Creek,  1/2  mile  along  Fifty-four  Creek,  and 
approximately  1-1/2  miles  of  AVF  along  Dwyer  Creek,  adjacent  to  the  area. 
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F.    Application  of  the  Unsuitability  Criteria  to  the  Sand  Creek  Coal  Area 

Criteria  1,  2,  4,  5,  6,  8,  16,  17,  18  and  20  were  found  not  to  apply  to  this  area. 
Those  criteria  which  were  found  to  apply  follow. 

Criterion  3.    Buffer  Zones  Along  Rights-of-Way  and  Adjacent  to  Communities  and 
Buildings 

Three  occupied  dwellings  and  approximately  2.9  miles  of  public  road  were 
identified  over  federal  minerals  in  this  lease  recommendation  area^>  '»-'.  By 
applying  the  300-foot  buffer  zone  around  the  dwellings,  approximately  19.5 
acres  containing  995,000  tons  of  coal  were  eliminated'.   Public  roads  and  a 
100-foot  buffer  zone  outside  their  right-of-way  accounted  for  an  additional 
84.5  acres  containing  5,255,000  tons  of  coal  being  found  unsuitable  . 

Exception 

No  exceptions  for  either  roads  or  dwellings  were  applied  at  this  time.   Any 
exception  applied  would  require  the  approval  of  all  involved  parties  and  does 
not  presently  exist.   The  exceptions  may  be  applied  at  a  later  date  provided 
all  parties  involved  agree. 

Criterion  7.    Historic  Lands  and  Sites 

Adequate  archaeological  inventory  has  not  been  made  of  this  area.   Results  of 
an  inventory  adequate  for  land  use  planning  purposes  will  be  forthcoming 
about  November  1980*1 .   There  are  no  recorded  cultural  resource  sites 
within  the  area  (including  a  one-half  mile  buffer  zone);  therefore,  no  lands 
were  excluded  under  this  criterion^',  pending  further  study. 

The  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  and  the  Montana  State  Historic 
Preservation  Officer  are  being  consulted  on  BLM's  application  of  unsuitabil- 
ity criteria. 

Criteria  9  through  15  were  not  applied  for  this  lease  recommendation  area  as  ade- 
quate wildlife  data  is  not  available  at  this  time.   A  contract  begun  March  1,  1980 
with  a  final  report  due  by  December  1,  1981,  will  provide  the  necessary  informa- 
tion for  application  of  these  unsuitability  criteria. 

Criterion  19.   Alluvial  Valley  Floors 

Areas  identified  preliminarily  as  alluvial  valley  floors  (AVF's)  have  met 
both  the  geomorphic  and  water  availability  characteristics  outlined  in  Part  1 
of  the  August  15,  1978,  draft  guidelines  provided  by  the  Office  of  Surface 
Mining'^.   Part  I  is  intended  to  distinguish  areas  clearly  not  AVF's  from 
those  where  further  study  may  confirm  identification  of  AVF's.   Federal  lands 
outside  of  the  AVF's  which,  if  mined,  would  contribute  to  the  disruption  of 
water  systems  supplying  the  AVF's,  were  not  considered  at  this  time.   Suffi- 
cient data  were  available  to  preliminarily  identify  AVF's,  however,  because 
of  lack  of  detailed  studies  and  final  AVF  guidelines,  no  areas  were  excluded 
from  the  lease  recommendation  area.   More  detailed  analysis  to  determine 
final  AVF's  and  contributing  areas  will  be  done  during  activity  planning  and 
prior  to  approval  of  a  permit. 
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No  AVF's  were  identified  in  the  Sand  Creek  lease  recomnendation  area.   About 
4  miles  of  preliminarily  identified  AVF  along  Sand  Creek  lie  within  a  mile  of 
the  coal  area75-84. 90. 
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G .    Application  of  the  Unsuitahility  Criteria  to  the  Broadus  Coal  Area 

Criteria  which  did  not  apply  in  this  LRA  were  1,  2,  4,  5,  6,  8,  17,  18  and  2D. 
The  following  criteria  were  found  to  apply. 

Criterion  3.    Buffer  Zones  Along  Rights-of-way  and  Adjacent  to  Communities  and 
Buildings 

Six  dwellings  and  4.4  niles  of  public  road  were  identified  in  the  lease 
recommendation  area^>  ''\   Acreages  of  federal  coal  eliminated  were  39 
acres  containing  1,441,000  tons  of  coal  for  the  dwellings  and  158  acres 
containing  5,840,000  tons  of  coal  for  the  roads  and  appropriate  buffer 
zone: 

Exception 

No  exceptions  can  be  applied  at  this  time.  Any  exceptions  would  require  close 
coordination  and  formal  agreements  with  the  owners  of  the  dwellings  and 
responsible  agencies  for  the  roads.   Since  those  agreements  do  not  presently 
exist,  no  exceptions  can  be  applied  at  this  time.   The  exceptions  may  be 
applied  at  a  later  date  provided  all  parties  involved  agree. 

Criterion  7.    Historic  Lands  and  Sites 

This  area  has  not  had  an  adequate  archaeological  inventory.   Results  of  an 
inventory  suitable  for  land  use  planning  purposes  will  be  forthcoming  about 
November  198011. 

Seven  cultural  resource  sites  are  known  in  the  area  (including  a  one-half 
mile  buffer  zone)12,2/#   More  data  must  be  gathered  about  these  sites 
before  their  National  Register  eligibility  can  be  determined* 3, 14#   Under 
criterion  7,  these  sites   will  be  considered  suitable  pending  further  study 
and  no  lands  will  be  excluded  at  this  time. 

The  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  and  the  Montana  State  Historic 
Preservation  Officer  are  being  consulted  on  BLM's  application  of  unsuitahil- 
ity criteria. 

Criteria  9  through  15  were  not  applied  for  this  lease  recommendation  area  as  ade- 
quate wildlife  data  is  not  currently  available.  An  in-house  baseline  inventory  was 
begun  in  October  1979  with  field  work  to  be  completed  by  October  1,  1980.   This 
inventory  will  provide  the  necessary  information  for  the  application  of  the 
unsuitahility  criteria  for  wildlife. 

Criterion  16.   Flood  Plains 

The  only  100-year  flood  plain  that  has  been  determined  unsuitable  is  along 
Mizpah  Creek  as  identified  by  the  U.S.  Geological  Survey' 1.   This  flood 
plain  excluded  approximately  411  acres  containing  17,361,000  tons  of  coal 
from  the  Broadus  lease  recommendation  area.  Other  100-year  flood  plains  in 
the  area  were  considered  to  be  along  ephemeral  streams  that  have  flows  so 
small  that  specific  leasing  could  be  undertaken  without  substantial  threat  of 
loss  to  people  or  property  and  the  natural  and  beneficial  values  of  the  flood 
plain  of  these  drainages  and  downstream'  . 
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Criterion  19.   Alluvial  Valley  Floors 

Areas  identified  preliminarily  as   alluvial  valley  floors  (AVF's)  have  met 
both  the  geomorphic  and  water  availability  characteristics  outlined  in  Part  I 
of  the  August  15,  1973,  draft  guidelines  provided  by  the  Office  of  Surface 
Mining'^.   Part  I  is  intended  to  distinguish  areas  clearly  not  AVF's  from 
those  where  further  study  may  confirm  identification  of  AVF's.   Federal  lands 
outside  of  the  AVF's  which,  if  mined,  would  contribute  to  the  disruption  of 
water  systems  supplying  the  AVF's,  were  not  considered  at  this  time.   Suffi- 
cient data  were  available  to  preliminarily  identify  AVF's;  however,  due  to 
the  lack  of  detailed  studies  and  final  AVF  guidelines,  no  areas  were  excluded 
from  the  lease  recommendation  area.   More  detailed  analysis  to  determine 
final  AVF's  and  contributing  areas  will  be  done  during  activity  planning  and 
prior  to  approval  of  a  permit. 

Preliminarily  identified  AVF's  found  within  the  Rroadus  lease  recommendation 
area7 ^~8»> °8-90  ^ie  along  5  miles  of  Mizpah  Creek.   Fight  other  AVF's  lie 
along  creeks  within  the  Mizpah  Creek  drainage.   About  3  miles  of  AVF  within 
the  area  lie  along  Two  Tree  Creek.   There  are  also  AVF's  within  the  area  for 
about  2-1/2  miles  along  Leslie  Creek,  3-1/2  miles  along  YT  Creek,  2  miles 
along  South  Fork  Ash  Creek,  2  miles  along  North  Fork  Ash  Creek,  2-1/2  miles 
along  Lake  Creek,  1  mile  along  Double  Corral  Creek,  and  1  mile  along  Lost 
Soldier  Creek. 
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H.    Application  of  the  'Insuitability  Criteria  to  the  Pumpkin  Creek  Coal  Area 

Criteria  found  not  to  apply  in  this  LRA  were  1,  4,  5,  6,  8,  17,  18  and  20.   Those 
which  applied  follow. 

Criterion  2.    Rights-of-Way  and  Easements 

A  road  and  powerline  right-of-way  cross  federal  surface  lands  at  T.3S., 
R.48E.  ,  S.  34^>5.  Approximately  0.8  mile  of  right-of-way  exists  which 
eliminated  9.fS  acres  containing  473,000  tons  of  coal  from  further  considera- 
tion'. 

Exception 

No  exception  was  applied  at  this  time.  Any  exception  applied  would  require 
formal  approval  of  all  involved  parties  in  the  right-of-way.  The  exception 
may  be  applied  at  a  later  date  provided  all  parties  involved  agree. 

Criterion  3.    Buffer  Zones  Along  Rights-of-Way  and  Adjacent  to  Communities  and 
Buildings 

Four  occupied  dwellings  and  approximately  7  miles  of  public  road  were  identi- 
fied in  the  lease  recommendation  area^»^>^.   The  dwellings  and  a  300-foot 
buffer  around  them  eliminated  26  acres  containing  1,281,000  tons  of  coal  from 
further  consideration'.   The  roads  and  their  buffer  zones  eliminated  an 
additional  252  acres'  containing  1 2,419,000  tons  of  coal. 

Exception 

No  exceptions  can  be  applied  at  this  time  to  the  dwellings,  roads  or  the 

buffers  around  them.   Any  exceptions  applied  would  require  formal  agreement 

by  all  involved  parties.  The  exception  may  be  applied  at  a  later  date  pro- 
vided all  parties  involved  agree. 

Criterion  7.    Historic  Lands  and  Sites 

An  adequate  archaeological  inventory  has  not  been  made  of  this  area.   Results 
of  an  inventory  adequate  for  land  use  planning  purposes  will  be  forthcoming 
about  November  19801* .   A  total  of  25  archaeological  sites  have  been 
recorded  in  this  area  (including  one-half  mile  buffer  zones)* 2,26, 27#  After 
applying  eligibility  criteria,  the  BLM  believes  that  one  site  is  National 
Register  eligible.   Pending  further  study,  the  remaining  24  sites  will  be 
considered  suitable  for  mining1-^  14. 

The  BLM  considers  one  site  may  be  unsuitable  for  mining.   The  site  and  a 
suitable  buffer  around  it  may  be  excluded  from  mining  under  this  criterion. 

Exception 

An  exception  is  applied  to  the  one  site  considered  eligible  for  the  National 
Register.   Therefore,  no  lands  will  be  excluded  under  this  criterion,  pend- 
ing Advisory  Council  and  State  Historic  Preservation  Office  comment. 
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The   Advisory   Council   and    the   State   Historic    Preservation  Officer   are   being 
consulted    on    RLM's   application    of    unsuitability   criteria.      The    State    Historic 
Preservation  Officer    is    being    consulted    on   RLM's   determination   of   National 
Register    eligibility   criteria.      The    BLM   is    seeking   a    formal   determination   of 
eligibility    from    the   Keeper    of    the   Register. 

Criteria   9    through    15   were   not    applied    for    this    lease    recommendation   area   as   ade- 
quate   wildlife   data    is    not    available   at    this    time.      An    in-house   baseline    inventory 
was   begun    in   October    1979   with    field   work    to    be   completed    by   October    1,    1980.    This 
inventory   will    provide    the    necessary    information    for    the    application   of    unsuita- 
bility  criteria    for   wildlife. 

Criterion    16.      Flood   Plains 

The    only    100-year    flood    plain    that    has    been   determined    unsuitable    is   along 
Pumpkin    Creek   as    identified    by    the    U.S.    Ceological    Survey'1.       This    flood 
plain   excluded    approximately    243   acres   containing    12,830,000    tons    of    coal 
from   the    Pumpkin   Creek   lease    recommendation    area.    Other    100-year    flood    plains 
in   the    area   were   considered    to   be   along    ephemeral    streams    that    have    flows    so 
small    that   specific   leasing   could   be    undertaken   without    substantial    threat   of 
loss   to   people   or   property   or   the   natural   and    beneficial   values   of    the    flood 
plain   of    these   drainages   and   downstream'    . 

Criterion    19.      Alluvial  Valley  Floors 

Areas    identified    preliminarily  as      alluvial   valley   floors   (AVF's)    have  met 
both   the   geomorphic   and  water   availability  characteristics   outlined    in   Part   I 
of   the   August    15,    1978,   draft   guidelines    provided   by   the   Office   of    Surface 
Mining'^.       Part    I    is    intended    to   distinguish   areas    clearly   not   AVF's    from 
those   where   further   study  may  confirm    identification   of   AVF's.      Federal   lands 
outside    of    the   AVF's    which,    if   mined,    would    contribute    to    the    disruption   of 
water   systems   supplying    the  AVF's,    were   not   considered   at    this    time.      Suffi- 
cient   data   were    available    to    preliminarily   identify   AVF's,    however,    due    to 
the    lack   of   detailed    studies    and    final   AVF   guidelines,    no   areas    were    excluded 
from    the    lease   recommendation   area.      More   detailed   analysis    to   determine 
final   AVF's    and    contributing   areas    will    be   done    during    activity    planning   and 
prior   to   approval    of   a   permit. 

Preliminarily    identified    AVF's    found   within    the    Pumpkin   Creek   lease    recom- 
mendation  area'  5-86,88-90    ^ie    aiong   2-1/2   miles    of    Two   Tree    Creek   in    the 
Mizpah   Creek   drainage.    Approximately   8-1/2    miles    of    AVF   in    the    area    lie    along 
Pumpkin   Creek. 
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T .    Application  of  the  Hnsuitability  Criteria  to  the  Klrby  Coal  Area 

Those  criteria  which  did  not  apply  in  the  LRA  were  1,  2,  4,  5,  6,  8  and  16  thru 
20.   Those  which  were  found  to  apply  follow. 

Criterion  3.    Buffer  Zones  Along  Rights-of-Way  and  Adjacent  to  Communities  and 
Buildings 

One  occupied  dwelling  and  approximately  3.5  miles  of  public  road  were  identi- 
fied in  the  lease  recommendation  area^»^'^.   Acreage  eliminated  by  each 
item  was  6.5  acres  containing  no  coal  in  the  Smith,  Anderson  or  Dietz  beds 
for  the  dwelling  and  129  acres  containing  6,492,000  tons  of  coal  for  the 
roads'  . 

Exception 

Mo  exceptions  were  applied  to  either  the  dwelling  or  the  public  roads  at  this 
time.   Formal  agreements  with  the  owner  of  the  dwelling  and  governmental 
agencies  responsible  for  the  roads  would  be  required  before  an  exception 
could  be  applied.   The  exceptions  may  be  applied  at  a  later  date  provided  all 
parties  involved  agree. 

Criterion  7.    Historic  Lands  and  Sites 

An  archaeological  inventory  has  not  been  made  of  the  Kirby  coal  area, 

however,  there  are  no  known  cultural  resource  sites  in  this  area.   Therefore, 

97 
no  lands  were  excluded'-  . 

The  BLM  is  consulting  with  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  and 
the  Montana  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  on  its  application  of  the 
unsui tability  criteria. 

Criteria  9  through  15  were  not  applied  for  this  LRA  as  adequate  wildlife  data  is 
not  available  at  this  time.   A  contract  for  study  begun  March  1,  1980,  with  a 
final  report  due  by  December  1,  1980,  will  provide  the  needed  baseline  information 
for  the  application  of  these  unsuitability  criteria. 
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J.    Application  of  the  TJnsui tability  Criteria  to  the  Rirney  Coal  Area 

Tn  the  Rirney  LRA,  the  following  criteria  were  found  not  to  apply:   1,  2,  3,  5,  6, 
7,  8,  16,  17,  18  and  20.   Those  criteria  which  did  apply  follow. 

Criterion  4.    Wilderness  Study  Areas 

A  portion  of  a  proposed  Wilderness  Study  Area,  MT-024-701,  consisting  of  1465 
acres  lies  within  the  Rirney  lease  recommendation  area.   Since  this  area 
remains  in  the  Wilderness  Review  Process,  the  146  acres  containing  8,223,000 
tons  of  coal  were  found  unsuitable  at  this  time. 

Exception 

No  exception  can  be  applied  at  this  time.   The  Montana  State  Director  of  the 
RLM  will  make  his  final  determination  on  Wilderness  Study  Areas  in  September 
1980.    In  the  event  this  area  was  dropped  during  the  Wilderness  Review 
Process,  the  146  acres  found  unsuitable  would  become  acceptable  for  further 
consideration  for  coal  leasing. 

Criterion  7.    Historic  Lands  and  Sites 

This  area  has  been  inventoried  adequately  for  land  use  planning  purposes*  . 
One  hundred  cultural  resource  sites  have  been  recorded  in  this  area  (inclu- 
ding a  one-half  mile  buffer  zone)^/>28>   Thirty-four  of  these  sites  are 
believed  by  the  RLM  to  be  eligible  for  the  National  Register  and,  under 
criterion  7,  are  considered  to  be  unsuitable  for  mining.   Another  10  sites 
will  require  more  work  before  RLM  can  judge  their  eligibility.  These  10  sites 
are,  pending  further  study,  considered  suitable  for  mining.   Fifty-seven 
sites  are  considered  by  the  RLM  to  be  ineligible  for  inclusion  in  the 
Register  and,  under  criterion  7,  are  considered  suitable  for  mining.  The  RLM 
made  these  decisions  by  applying  the  National  Register  criteria  to  each 
site13*14. 

The  RLM  is  seeking  a  formal  determination  of  eligibility  on  the  thirty-four 
sites  mentioned  above  from  the  Keeper  of  the  Register.   The  Advisory  Council 
on  Historic  Preservation  and  the  Montana  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 
are  being  consulted  on  the  RLM's  application  of  unsuitability  criteria.   The 
State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  is  being  consulted  on  RLM's  determination 
of  eligibility. 

Exception 

An  exception  is  applied  to  the  33  sites  believed  to  be  eligible  for  the 
National  Register  as  present  field  and  anlytical  techniques  are  adequate  to 
retrieve  information  contained  in  the  sites.   Therefore,  no  lands  will  be 
excluded  from  this  area1'*1  ,  pending  Advisory  Council  and  State  Historic 
Preservation  Office  concurrence. 

A  wildlife  inventory  is  in  progress  in  a  portion  of  the  Rirney  LRA  that  will  be 
completed  by  December  1,  1080.   The  remainder  of  the  LRA  will  be  covered  by 
another  contract  begun  March  1,  1980,  with  a  final  report  due  by  December  1,  1981. 
These  two  contracts  will  provide  adequate  data  for  complete  application  of  the 
unsuitability  criteria.   Information  provided  by  a  preliminary  report  from  the 
present  contract  was  used  to  exclude  some  areas  under  the  following  criteria. 
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Criterion  13.   Falcon  Cliff  Nesting  Sites 

Two  prairie  falcon  nest  sites  have  been  identified"^.   One  nest  occurs  on 
the  LRA  and  the  other  approximatelv  1/4  mile  from  the  LRA.   To  prevent  dis- 
turbance of  these  nests,  448  acres  containing  36,270,000  tons  of  coal  were 
excluded  to  provide  a  buffer  zone.  Falcon  hunting  territories  have  not  yet 
been  established,  but  the  riparian  zone  along  Prairie  Dog  Creek  is  probably 
their  main  hunting  area  because  of  the  high  bird  species  diversity  and 
abundance  which  occurs"*. 

Criterion  15.   State  Resident  Fish  and  Wildlife 

One  sharp-tailed  grouse  lek  has  been  identified  on  the  portion  of  the  lease 
recommendation  area  that  is  under  study"  .   Until  the  entire  LRA  is 
inventoried  and  the  distribution  of  the  sharp-tailed  grouse  population  known, 
no  area  will  be  excluded. 

Criterion  19.   Alluvial  Valley  Floors 

Areas  identified  preliminarily  as  alluvial  valley  floors  (AVF's)  have  met 
both  the  geomorphic  and  water  availability  characteristics  outlined  in  Part  I 
of  the  August  15,  1^78,  draft  guidelines  provided  by  the  Office  of  Surface 
Mining'^.   Part  I  is  intended  to  distinguish  areas  clearly  not  AVF's  from 
those  where  further  study  may  confirm  identification  of  AVF's.   Federal  lands 
outside  of  the  AVF's  which,  if  mined,  would  contribute  to  the  disruption  of 
water  systems  supplying  the  AVF's,  were  not  considered  at  this  time.   Suffi- 
cient data  were  available  to  preliminarily  identify  AVF's,  however,  due  to 
the  lack  of  detailed  studies  and  final  AVF  guidelines,  no  areas  were  excluded 
from  the  lease  recommendation  area.   More  detailed  analysis  to  determine 
final  AVF's  and  contributing  areas  will  be  done  during  activity  planning  and 
prior  to  approval  of  a  permit.   A  preliminarily  identified  AVF  is  located 
along  Canyon  Creek' '"""'  >°",91 ,92  within  2  miles  of  the  Birney  lease 
recommendation  area. 
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K.    Application  of  the  Unsuitability  Criteria  to  the  Decker  Coal  Area 

In  the  July  1079  Update,  the  unsuitability  criteria  were  applied  only  to  those 
areas  not  under  an  existing  lease.   This  was  in  accordance  with  the  Secretarial 
Issue  Document,  Federal  Coal  Management  Program,  June  1070.   The  Coal  Management 
Regulations  of  July  19,  1979,  direct  the  RLM  to  apply  the  unsuitability  criteria 
to  those  non-producing  leases  issued  prior  to  the  effective  date  of  the  regula- 
tions.  The  criteria  are  being  applied  to  these  areas  in  this  MFP  Amendment.  Those 
leases  or  portions  of  leases  with  an  existing,  approved  mine  plan  will  have  the 
unsuitability  criteria  applied  at  the  time  of  mine  plan  submission  for  further 
areas  of  mining. 

Criteria  1,  2,  4  thru  6,  and  8  thru  20  did  not  apply  although  several  items  which 
do  meet  these  criteria  exist  in  the  leased  areas  and  will  have  to  be  addressed  at 
the  time  of  mine  plan  submission.   The  criterion  that  applied  was: 

Criterion  3.    Buffer  Zones  Along  Rights-of-Way  and  Adjacent  to  Communities  and 
Buildings 

One  section  of  public  road  0.2  mile  in  length  was  identified  in  the  lease 
recommendation  area^>J» '.  The  road  right-of-way  and  a  buffer  of  100  feet 
outside  the  right-of-way  was  found  unsuitable.  This  amounted  to  6  acres' 
containing  327,000  tons  of  coal. 

Exception 

No  exception  is  applied  to  the  buffer  zone  along  the  public  road  in  the  study 
area.   An  exception  may  be  applied  at  a  later  date  provided  all  parties 
involved  agree. 

Criterion  7.    Historic  Lands  and  Sites 

There  are  no  known  cultural  resource  sites  in  this  area,  therefore,  no  lands 
were  excluded  under  this  criterion.   The  entire  area  has  been  adequately 
inventoried  for  cultural  resources^-^,^^ 

The  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  and  the  Montana  State  Historic 
Preservation  Officer  are  being  consulted  on  BLM's  application  of  unsuitabil- 
ity criteria. 
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Area  covered  by  July  1979 
Planning  Update 

Existing  federal  coal  leases 
with  approved  mine  plans  on 
all  or  a  portion  of  the  lease. 

Areas  to  which  the  unsuitability 
criteria  were  applied. 


1 , .    Application  of  the  TTnsu i  tahility  Criteria  to  the  East  Pecker  Coal  Area 

Although  the  majority  of  unsaitability  criteria  were  not  applied  in  the  East 
decker  area  because  of  an  approved  nine  plan  on  a  portion  of  an  existing  federal 
lease,  it  should  he  noted  that  several  items  which  neet  the  un suitability  criteria 
are  present  in  the  area.   These  are  a  countv  road  and  private  residence,  an  active 
golden  eagle  nest  and  an  alternate  nest  site,  a  mule  deer  and  antelope  wintering 
area,  archaeological  sites,  and  an  alluvial  vallev  floor.   As  additional  mine 
plans  are  submitted,  the  unsui tahility  criteria  which  applv  to  these  specifics 
will  have  to  be  addressed.   Ttems  which  have  been  identified  outside  the  leased 
areas  follow. 

Criterion  3.    buffer  Zones  Along  Rights-of-Way  and  Adjacent  to  Communities  and 
Buildings 

One  section  of  county  road  was  identified  in  the  lease  recommendation 
areal,i,S>   The  road  crosses  the  area  for  0.?  rnile  and  eliminates  7  acres 
containing  71 S, 000  tons  of  coal  from  further  consideration. 

Exception : 

No  exception  is  applied  to  the  road  and  the  buffer  zone  along  it.  An  excep- 
tion nav  be  applied  at  a  later  date  provided  all  parties  involved  agree. 

Criterion  7.    Historic  Lands  and  Sites 

""here  are  no  known  cultural  resource  sites  in  this  area  (including  a  one-half 
mile  buffer  zone"),  therefore,  no    lands  were  excluded  under  this  criterion. 

Most  of  the  area  has  been  adeouatelv  surveved  for  cultural 

17  U  9S  97 
resources  L  »  -H  > '-  J  »  -  '. 

^he  Advisorv  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  and  the  Montana  State  Historic 
Preservation  Officer  are  being  consulted  on  RLM's  application  of  unsuitahil- 
itv  criteria. 

Criterion  ]°>.   Alluvial  Vallev  Eloors 

Areas  preliminarily  identified  as  alluvial  valley  floors  (AVE's)  have  net 
both  the  geonorphic  and  water  availability  characteristics  outlined  in  Part  1 
of  the  August  15,  1°73,  draft  guidelines  provided  hy  the  Office  of  Surface 
Mining'  .   Part  I  is  intended  to  distinguish  areas  clearly  not  AVE's  from 
those  where  further  study  mav  confirm  identification  of  AVF's.   Federal  lands 
outside  of  the  AVE's  which,  if  mined,  would  contribute  to  the  disruption  of 
water  systems  supplying  the  AVF's,  were  not  considered  at  this  time.   Suffi- 
cient data  were  available  to  preliminari.lv  identifv  AVF's,  however,  due  to 
the  lack  of  detailed  studies  and  final  AVE  guidelines,  no  areas  were  excluded 
from  the  lease  recommendation  area.   More  detailed  analysis  to  determine 
final  AVF's  and  contributing  areas  will  he  done  during  activity  planning  and 
prior  to  approval  of  a  permit.   A  preliminarilv  identified  AVE  found  within 
the  East  T)ecker  lease  recommendation  area  '   4 >   >   »  *•  »   »  '  lies  along 
1/2  mile  of  Deer  Creek. 
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M.    Application  of  the  TInsui tahil itv  Criteria  to  the  Hanging  Uonan  Coal  Area 

Criteria  which  Hid  not  apply  in  the  LRA  are  1,  4  thru  6,  R,  17,  IR  and  20.   Those 
criteria  that  did  applv  follow. 

Criterion  ?..    Pights-of-lrav  and  Easements 

Road  rights-of-way  over  nuhlic  surface  lands  totaling  °.°  miles  including  Ti 
acres'  containing  1,441,000  tons  of  coal  were  identified  in  the  lease 

IOC 

recommendation  area  '  »  >  . 

Exception 

No  exception  was  applied  at  this  tine  as  anv  relocation  plan  for  the  rights- 
of-way  would  require  the  approval  of  all  parties  involved.  Since  no  such  plan 
presently  exists,  the  exception  cannot  he  applied.   An  exception  mav  he 
applied  at  a  later  date  provided  all  parties  involved  agree. 

Criterion  3.    Buffer  Zones  Along  Rights-of-Way  and  Adjacent  to  Communities  and 
Buildings 

No  occupied  dwellings  were  identified,  however,  sorte  6.7  rniles  of  public  road 

7 
totaling  241  acres'  containing  10,2M,000  tons  of  coal  were  found   unsuit- 
able1'3'5. 

Exception 

No  exceptions  were  applied  at  this  time.   Anv  exception  applied  would  require 
approval  by  all  parties  involved  and  such  approval  does  not  presentlv  exist. 
The  exceptions  mav  be  applied  at  a  later  date  provided  all  parties  involved 
agree. 

Criterion  7.    Historic  Lands  and  Sites 

A  portion  of  the  federal  coal  lands  within  the  area  has  been  adequately 
surveyed  for  cultural  resources.   Results  of  continued  inventory  adequate  for 
land  use  planning  purposes  will  be  forthcoming  about  November  ]  0f?n  1  '  . 

After  applying  the  eligibilitv  criteria  to  the  ten  sites  recorded  in  this 
area,  including  a  one-half  mile  buffer  zone  around  the  area,  the  RLM  helieves 
that  only  one  is  National  Register  eligible13'  14,26,27.   Tinder  criterion  7, 
the  site  is  considered  unsuitable  for  mining.  Not  enough  data  has  been 
collected  from  the  remaining  nine  sites  to  determine  their  eligibility  and, 
pending  further  study,  they  will  be  considered  suitable  for  mining. 

^he  BL,m  is  consulting  with  the  Montana  State  Historic  'Preservation  Officer  on 
RLM's  determination  of  eligibilitv,  and  with  the  State  Historic  Preservation 
Officer  and  the  Advisorv  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  on  RLM's  unsuit- 
ahilitv  criteria  application.   REM  is  also  seeking  a  formal  determination  of 
eligibilitv,  on  the  one  site  believed  eligible,  from  the  Keeper  of  the 
Register. 
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Fxcept ion 

An  exception  is  applied  to  the  one  site  believed  eligible  for  the  National 
Register' ''*  .   The  exception  was  applied  as  present  field  and  analytical 
techniques  are  adequate  to  retrieve  the  data  contained  in  the  site.   There- 
fore no  land  was  excluded. 

A  wildlife  inventory  has  been  underway  in  the  Hanging  Woman  lease  recommendation 
area  since  April  l*"1?0.   Information  provided  by  a  preliminary  report   and 
conversations  with  the  biologists  involved  in  the  study"**"  were  used  to  make 
exclusions  for  the  unsui tability  criteria.   Some  field  work  remains  to  be 
accomplished,  but  changes  in  the  exclusions  are  expected  to  he  minor. 

Criterion  ^.   Federally  Listed  Endangered  Species 

A  large  number  of  hlack-tailed  prairie  dog  towns  have  been  identified  in  and 
around  the  Hanging  Woman  LPA   .   Possible  black-footed  ferret  sign  in  the 
form  of  plugged  burrows  has  been  identified  in  four  of  the  towns,  but  actual 
determination  has  not  yet  been  made.   Clearances  of  these  towns  will  be  done 
in  June  l^SO.   If  no  further  evidence  is  found,  no  exclusions  will  be  made. 
Rut  if  ferrets  are  found  to  exist,  consultation  procedures  will  have  to  be 
initiated  with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  to  determine  habitat  which  is  of 
essential  value  and  areas  which  are  unsuitable  for  leasing. 

Criterion  10.   State  Listed  Endangered  Species 

^he  Montana  listing  of  endangered  species  is  the  same  as  the  federal  listing, 
therefore,  any  delineation  of  unsuitable  habitat  made  for  criterion  °  would 
also  apply  for  criterion  10. 

Criterion  11.   Raid  and  Colden  Fagle  Nest  Sites 

Of  the  three  golden  eagle  nest  sites  identified  in  the  summer  of  1 0  7Q"'' » ^>1  » 
one  is  being  used  this  spring  (1^80)"^.   An  initial  determination  of  a 
buffer  zone  around  this  nest  and  an  ad iacent  alternate  nest  site  was  made  to 
provide  a  12S-acre  area  of  minimum  disturbance.   These  125  acres  contain 
2,^40,000  tons  of  coal,   The  hunting  territory  has  not  been  determined  for 
the  eagle  pair,  but  the  Hanging  Woman  Creek  bottom  and  black-tailed  prairie 
dog  towns  in  the  area  provide  suitable  hunting  habitat.   A  final  determina- 
tion of  the  adequacy  of  the  buffer  for  these  two  eagle  nests  will  be  made  in 
June  1980.  This  may  or  may  not  increase  or  decrease  the  buffer  zone.   A 
determination  will  also  he  made  at  the  same  time  to  determine  if  a  buffer 
zone  is  warranted  for  the  third  identified  nest  site. 

Criterion  13.   Falcon  Cliff  Nesting  Sites 

One  prairie  falcon  nest  site  was  identified  outside  the  LRA  in  a  relatively 
secure  area   >   .   No  exclusion  was  made  for  this  nest  site. 

Criterion  14.   Migratory  Rirds 

Four  birds  of  high  federal  interest  have  been  identified  in  the  LP  A.   ^wo  of 
these,  the  golden  eagle  and  prairie  falcon,  have  been  discussed  in  previous 
criteria.   Ferruginous  hawks  have  been  observed  in  the  southern  portion  of 
the  area,  hut  no  evidence  of  nesting  has  been  found.   No  exclusion  was  made. 
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Burrowing  owls"   most  often  occur  in  conjunction  with  burrowing  mammals, 
i.e.  prairie  dogs  in  eastern  Montana.   One  pair  of  owls  was  observed  this 
past  summer  (1070)  in  one  of  the  dog  towns  in  the  T,PA  and  this  pair  fledged 
five  voung"  .   This  pair  or  another  pair  have  returned  to  the  sane  dog  town 
this  spring  and  appear  to  he  nesting  in  the  same  burrow  as  the  one  used  last 
year   •   Since  the  status  of  the  burrowing  owl  is  not  known  for  Montana 
and  the  Powder  River  coal  region,  it  is  felt  this  particular  dog  town  quali- 
fies for  an  exclusion  as  high  priority  habitat  under  this  criterion  and 
criterion  15.   A  total  of  10.5  acres  containing  2,A02,OOO  tons  of  coal  were 
excluded  under  this  criterion. 

Criterion  15.   State  Resident  Fish  and  Wildlife 

Five  sage  grouse  leks  have  been  identified"^*  ',  four  of  which  are  on  the 
LRA.   Two  of  these  leks  occur  on  prairie  dog  towns  with  one  lek  having  asso- 
ciated wintering  areas.   To  maintain  the  sage  grouse  populations,  these  two 
leks  plus  a  third  lek  of  165  acres  were  excluded  under  this  criteria.   These 
three  leks  accounted  for  the  majority  of  breeding  bird  attendance  in  the 
Hanging  Woman  area.   The  exclusion  areas  include  the  lek  sites,  suitable 
nesting  habitat  as  identified  from  color  infrared  aerial  photography   ,  and 
associated  wintering  areas  for  a  total  of  482  acres  containing  23,540,000 
tons  of  coal. 

Five  active  sharp-tailed  grouse  leks  were  observed  this  spring,  10g0"s"', 
and  five  inactive  leks  have  been  identified  in  past  vears.   Three  of  the  five 
active  leks  were  outside  the  LP  A  boundarv.   An  exclusion  of  764  acres 
containing  6,0^4^000  tons  of  coal  was  made  for  the  lek  in  ^.SS.,  R.43E., 
section  30  to  protect  the  dancing  ground  and  a  portion  of  the  available 
nesting  habitat.   The  lek  site  near  the  junction  of  Hanging  Woman  Creek  and 
Trail  Creek  plus  an  area  adjacent  to  the  identified  flood  plain  and  alluvial 
valley  floor  were  excluded  for  a  total  of  33  acres  containing  1,304,000  tons 
of  coal.   No  further  exclusions  were  made  for  this  lek  as  it  is  felt  the 
majoritv  of  nesting  occurs  along  the  Hanging  Woman  Creek  bottom"- . 

Antelope  are  found  in  and  around  the  LRA  and  three  wintering  areas  have  been 
identified.  One  is  outside  the  LPA  and  one  is  located  on  state  surface  with 
state  minerals.  No  exclusions  were  made  for  these  areas.  The  third  area  is 
located  over  federal  minerals  and  has  been  used  by  antelope  for  the  past  two 
winters  (1078-1070  and  1070-1080) s°»ftn.  There  were  604  acres  containing 
20,864,000  tons  of  coal  excluded  to  maintain  this  area. 

A  crucial  mule  deer  wintering  area  has  been  identified  in  conjunction  with 
one  antelope  winter  range.   This  area  has  been  utilized  by  mule  deer  since 
I07550, 60, 63^   Since  this  winter  range  occurs  on  state  lands,  state 
minerals,  no  exclusion  was  made. 

Six  other  species  of  interest  to  the  State  of  Montana  have  been  identified  in 
the  Hanging  Woman  area.  These  are  the  ferruginous  hawk,  golden  eagle,  prairie 
falcon,  burrowing  owl  (see  criteria  11,  13  and  14  for  these  species^,  upland 
sandpiper  and  black-tailed  prairie  dog. 

^hree  black-tailed  prairie  dog  towns  out  of  thirteen  on  or  near  the  LRA  were 
excluded  in  conjunction  with  other  species.   No  further  areas  were  excluded. 
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The  upland  sandpiper  is  most  often  found  nesting  in  a  grassland  habitat  where 

the  maioritv  of  nests  were  found  In  grass  cover  15  to  10  centimeters 

tall   .   Since  this  type  of  habitat  is  not  lacking  in  the  L^A,  no  area  was 
excluded . 

An  aquatic  survey  is  currently  underwav  in  the  Hanging  Woman  drainage  to 
determine  fish  and  nacroinvertebrate  diversity  distribution  and  relative 
abundance.   Although  no  area  within  the  LPA  will  probably  be  excluded  because 
of  tins  study,  it  is  an  important  watershed  area  contributing  to  a  major  fish 
spawning  area  in  the  lower  reaches  of  Hanging  Woman  Creek. 

If  it  can  be  shown  and  the  State  of  Montana  agrees  that  all  or  stipulated 
methods  of  mining  will  not  have  a  significant  long-term  impact  on  the  area 
species  hahitat  described  in  this  criteria  and  that  reclamation  and  manage- 
ment of  reclamation  areas  would  provide  suitable  post-mining  habitat,  these 
areas  could  he  considered  for  leasing. 

Criterion  16.   Flood  Plains 

The  onlv  100-vear  flood  plain  that  has  been  determined  unsuitable  is  along 
Hanging  Woman  Creek  as  Identified  by  the  U.S.  Ceological  Survey7^.   This 
flood  plain  excluded  approximately  151  acres  containing  Q, 115,000  tons  of 
coal  from  the  'Tanging  Woman  lease  recommendation  area.   Other  100-vear  flood 
plains  in  the  area  were  considered  to  be  along  ephemeral  streams  that  have 
flows  so  small  that  specific  leasing  could  be  undertaken  without  substantial 
threat  oF  loss  to  people  or  propertv  or  to  the  natural  and  beneficial  values 
of  the  flood  plain  of  these  drainages  or  downstream' ' . 

Criterion  10.   Alluvial  Vallev  Floors 

Areas  identified  preliminarilv  as  alluvial  valley  floors  (AVF's)  have  met 
both  the  geomorphic  and  water  availabilitv  characteristics  outlined  in  part  I 
of  the  August  15,  1078,  draft  guidelines  provided  by  the  Office  of  Surface 
Mining'  .   Part  T  is  intended  to  distinguish  areas  clearlv  not  AVF's  from 
those  where  further  study  may  confirm  identification  of  AVF's.   Federal  lands 
outside  of  the  AVF's  which,  if  mined,  would  contribute  to  the  disruption  of 
water  systems  supplying  the  AVF's,  were  not  considered  at  this  time.   Suffi- 
cient data  were  available  to  preliminarily  identify  AVF's,  however,  due  to 
the  lack  of  detailed  studies  and  final  AVF  guidelines,  no  areas  were  excluded 
from  the  lease  recommendation  area.   More  detailed  analysis  to  determine 
final  AVF's  and  contributing  areas  -will  be  done  during  activity  planning  and 
prior  to  approval  of  a  permit. 

Preliminarilv  identified  AVF's  found  within  the  Hanging  Woman  lease 
recommendation   area''"^4)  ^"^  >  '>  ^  lie  along  1/2  mile  of  Waddle  Creek,  5 
miles  along  the  main  branch  of  ^rail  Creek,  4  miles  along  Fast  Fork  ^rail 
Creole,  and  2  miles  along  Corral  Creek.   About  4-1/2  miles  of  AVF  within  the 
lease  recommendation  area  lie  along  Hanging  Woman  Creek  and  about  5 
additional  miles  of  AVF  are  adjacent  to  the  area. 


1-14 


JLf.4E_0 


Coal  Only 

Oil  and  Gas  Only 


mm 


-lil   0l1  Gas' and  Coal  0nly 


D 


Other 


No  symbol  indicates  no 
Federal  minerals. 


Note       Acquired  and  L  U    may 

include  term  or  fractional 
interest  for  mineral  shown 


Hanging  Woman  Coal  Field 

Unsuitability  Criteria  Application 

•  • 2.  Rights-of-Way  and  Easements 

o  3.  Buffer  Zones  Along  Rights- 
of-Way  and  Adjacent  to 
Communities  and  Buildings 
&     7.  Historic  Lands  and  Sites 

(Exception  Applied) 
<Z2)\\.    Bald  and  Golden  Eagle  Nests 
^S>14.  Migratory  Birds 
^515.  State  Resident  Fish  and 
Wildlife 

16.  Floodplains 

-•••19.  Preliminary  Alluvial  Valley 
Floors 
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N .         Application   of    the   Unsuitahility   Criteria    to    the   Mporhead    Coal    Area 

^hose    criteria   which    did    not    apply    in    the   LRA   were    I,    A,    5 ,    6 ,    ft,    17,    18    and    20. 
Criteria    which   Hid    applv    follow. 

Criterion    2.         Rights-of-wav   and   Easements 

Approximately   0.2   mile   of    road   right-of-way   was    identified   over    federal 
surface    lands'  >^>'.      This    right-of-way   eliminated    2   acres   containing 
lSft,fino    tons    of    coal    fron    further   consideration    . 

Exception 

No  exception  was  applied  at  this  tine.   Any  exception  applied  would  require 
close  coordination  and  formal  approval  of  a  relocation  plan  hy  all  parties 
involved.   That  is  not  possihle  at  this  time  since  no  such  relocation  plans 
exist.  The  exception  mav  he  applied  at  a  later  date  provided  all  parties 
involved  agree. 

Criterion  3.    buffer  Zones  Along  Rights-of-way  and  Adjacent  to  Communities  and 
Buildings 

Fight  dwellings  and  lft. 5  miles  of  puhlic  road  were  identified  * > 3 »  '.   Land 
under  the  dwellings  and  a  300-foot  huffer  around  them  are  imsuitahle  for 
mining.   The  dwellings  and  300-foot  buffer  eliminated  52  acres  containing 
3,111,000  tons  of  coal  from  further  consideration  .   Lands  in  and  a  buffer 
of  100  feet  outside  the  road  right-of-way  are  unsuitable  for  mining.   Some 
503  acres  containing  30,401,000  tons  of  coal  were  eliminated  by  the  roads  and 
buffer7. 

Exception 

No  exception  was  applied  to  the  dwellings,  rights-of-way  or  buffer  zones. 
Close  coordination  and  formal  agreements  with  all  affected  parties  would  be 
necessary  to  apply  anv  exceptions.   Those  agreements  do  not  presently  exist. 
The  exception  may  be  applied  at  a  later  date  provided  all  parties  involved 
agree. 

Criterion  7.    Historic  Lands  and  Sites 

Adequate  archaeological  inventories  have  not  been  made  in  this  area.   There 
are  no  recorded  cultural  resources  within  the  "recommendation  area"  (inclu- 
ding a  one-half  mile  buffer  zone),  therefore,  no  lands  were  excluded  under 
this  criterion- ' . 

'Hie  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  and  the  Montana  State  Historic 
Preservation  Officer  are  being  consulted  bv  the  RLM  on  its  application  of 
unsuit ability  criteria. 

Criteria  0  through  ]S  were  not  applied  for  this  lease  recommendation  area  as 
adequate  wildlife  data  is  not  available.   An  in-bouse  baseline  inventorv  was  begun 
in  Octoher  1070  with  field  work  to  be  completed  by  October  1,  1080.   This 
inventorv  will  provide  necessary  information  for  application  of  the  unsuitahility 
criteria  for  wildlife. 
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Criterion  16.   Flood  Plains 

The  only  100-year  flood  plain  that  has  been  determined  unsuitable  is  along 
Rear  Creek  as  identified  by  the  U.S.  Geological  Survey71.   This  flood 
plain  excluded  approximately  212  acres  containing  9,547,000  tons  of  coai 
from  the  Moorhead  lease  recommendation  area. 

Other  100-year  flood  plains  in  the  area  were  considered  to  be  along  ephemeral 
streams  that  have  flows  so  small  that  specific  leasing  could  be  undertaken 
without  substantial  threat  of  loss  to  people  or  property  or  to  the  natural 
and  beneficial  values  of  the  flood  plain  of  these  drainages  or 
downstream7^. 

Criterion  19.   Alluvial  Valley  Floors 

Areas  preliminarily  identified  as  alluvial  valley  floors  (AVF's)  have  met 
both  the  geomorphic  and  water  availability  characteristics  outlined  in  Part  I 
of  the  August  15,  1978,  draft  guidelines  provided  by  the  Office  of  Surface 
Mining' \   Part  I  is  intended  to  distinguish  areas  clearly  not  AVF's  from 
those  where  further  study  may  confirm  identification  of  AVF's.   Federal  lands 
outside  of  the  AVF's  which,  if  mined,  would  contribute  to  the  disruption  of 
water  systems  supplying  the  AVF's,  were  not  considered  at  this  time.   Suffi- 
cient data  were  available  to  preliminarily  identify  AVF's,  however,  due  to 
the  lack  of  detailed  studies  and  final  AVF  guidelines,  no  areas  were  excluded 
from  the  lease  recommendation  area.   More  detailed  analysis  to  determine 
final  AVF's  and  contributing  areas  will  be  done  during  activity  planning  and 
prior  to  approval  of  a  permit. 

Preliminarily  identified  AVF's  found  within  the  Moorehead  lease  recommenda- 
tion area77~^>^-90,93  lie  along  two  major  drainage  systems,  Otter  Creek 
and  Bear  Creek.   About  2  1/2  miles  of  AVF  lie  along  Otter  Creek  within  the 
lease  recommendation  area,  and  about  2  1/2  additional  miles  of  AVF  are 
directly  adjacent  to  the  coal  area.   Also  within  the  Otter  Creek  drainage, 
there  is  AVF  in  the  coal  area  for  about  3  miles  along  Box  Elder  Creek  and  1/2 
mile  along  Long  Creek.   Most  of  the  mile  of  AVF  along  Billup  Creek  is  outside 
but  adjacent  to  the  coal  area,  while  3  1/2  miles  of  AVF  along  Pasture  Creek 
is  entirely  outside  the  coal  area  but  adjacent  to  it. 

About  6  miles  of  AVF  lie  along  Bear  Creek  within  the  lease  recommendation 
area  and  about  1  1/2  additional  miles  of  AVF  are  directly  adjacent  to  the 
area.   Also  within  the  Bear  Creek  drainage  there  are  AVF's  in  the  coal  area 
for  3  miles  along  Mud  Springs  Creek,  2  miles  along  the  Jo jo  MacAlister  Draws, 
3  miles  along  Vance  Creek,  and  1  mile  along  Bales  Creek. 
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]6.  Floodplains 
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that   number   by   the   number   of    square    feet    in   an   acre.      Example: 

x   =  r9-   =   3.1  A   x   (300)?   =   282,600    ft.7        6.5   acres/ 
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SECTION  4 
SURFACE  OWNER  CONSULTATION  PROCESS  AND  RESULTS 


The  Surface  Mining  Control  and  Reclamation  Act  of  1977  (SMCRA)  (30  USC  1304) 
incorporates  a  unique  public  participation  step  during  preparation  of  compre- 
hensive land  use  plans.   Section  714,  Surface  Owner  Protection,  directs  the 
Secretary  (through  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management)  to  contact  landowners  over 
federal  coal  to  obtain  and  consider  their  views  as  to  whether  or  not  coal 
should  be  leased.   Bureau  personnel  reviewed  county  records  for  the  names  and 
addresses  of  surface  owners  over  lands  in  which  the  United  States  has  retained 
ownership  for  all  or  part  of  the  mineral  estate,  including  the  coal  in  and 
under  the  land. 

Each  surface  owner  was  sent  a  certified  letter  explaining  the  Bureau  planning 
process,  the  need  for  surface  owner  consultation  and  a  brief  summary  of  how 
surface  owner  responses  will  be  used.   See  Sample  Copy.   Each  letter  was 
"unique"  in  that  it  only  asked  for  views  on  those  lands  owned  by  that  particu- 
lar surface  owner.   The  lands  were  identified  by  legal  description  (township, 
range,  meridian,  section,  and  subdivision)  on  an  enclosed  response  form.   The 
letters  included  a  duplicate  response  form  for  surface  owner  records  and  a 
photocopy  of  Section  714  of  SMCRA.   This  law  gives  certain  types  of  protection 
to  persons  or  corporations  who  meet  specific  requirements  of:   (1)  legal  or 
equitable  title  to  the  land  surface,  (2)  residence  on  the  land,  and  (3)  meet 
the  requirements  of  (1)  and  (2)  for  a  certain  period  of  time.   If  surface 
owners  meet  these  standards  and  have  not  previously  given  their  consent  to 
surface  mining,  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  under  current  law,  cannot 
issue  a  lease  and  agree  to  let  the  mining  take  place  without  their  consent. 
This  consent  requirement  does  not  apply  to  underground  mining.   Under  section 
714,  the  Department  is  required  when  it  prepares  a  land  use  plan  to  consult 
with  qualified  owners,  and  to  ask  for  a  statement  of  preference  for  or  against 
the  offering  of  a  lease  for  surface  mining.   The  Secretary  may  exercise  his 
discretion  in  selecting  the  general  areas  within  which  coal  may  be  offered  for 
lease,  but  shall  "to  the  maximum  extent  practicable,  refrain  from  leasing  coal 
deposits  for  development  by  methods  other  than  underground  mining  techniques 
in  those  areas  where  a  significant  number  of  surface  owners  have  stated  a 
preference  against  the  offering  of  the  deposits  for  lease."   There  are  no 
predetermined  percentages  for  significant  numbers.  Surface  owner  view  analysis 
and  related  decisions  may  vary  between  and  within  coal  field  "areas"  due  to 
such  factors  as  number  of  negative  responses,  size  of  areas  and  resulting  land 
patterns.   The  important  output  of  surface  owner  consultation  is  the  delinea- 
tion of  least  preferred  leasing  areas  based  on  significant  patterns  of  surface 
owners  opposed  to  leasing. 

Surface  owners  were  asked  to  send  their  views  to  the  BLM  District  Office  by 
March  10,  1980.   Owners  were  and  are  encouraged  to  give  the  comment  request 
careful  consideration  and  contact  the  BLM  staff  to  resolve  any  questions.  Late 
responses  received  after  March  10  and  verbal  expressions  at  public  meetings 
have  been  incorporated  into  this  final  document.   All  surface  owners,  however, 
were  encouraged  to  express  their  views  in  writing  so  that  they  could  be  incor- 
porated into  the  planning  records  and  be  available  for  public  review. 
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Surface  owner  responses  have  been  plotted  on  nap  overlays  to  indicate:   (I) 
those  in  favor  of  leasing,  (?)  tbose  against  leasing,  (3)  others,  including 
those  declining  to  respond  or  undecided  at  this  time,  (4)  unqualified  owners, 
and  (5)  existing  surface  agreements  between  a  private  surface  owner  and  a 
lessee. 

Oualif ication  of  surface  owners  was  not  formally  adjudicated  by  the  RLM.   Fach 
surface  owner  was  asked  to  qualifv  or  disqualify  himself  based  on  information 
supplied  in  the  surface  owner  consultation  letter  which  each  surface  owner 
received . 

On  February  6,  l^P.n,  177  surface  owner  consultation  letters  describing  some 
2^0,551  acres  of  private  land  overlving  federal  coal  plus  a  buffer  were  mailed 
to  the  individual  surface  owners  identified.   Letters  were  also  sent  to  the 
various  energy-related  companies  with  landholdings  in  the  areas  and  to  the 
Montana  Department  of  State  Lands  (DSL). 

It  is  recognized  that  the  DSL  and  the  coal  companies  contacted  are  not  by 
definition  "qualified  landowners."   However,  in  view  of  the  large  amount  of 
acreage  administered  by  these  interests  in  the  lease  recommendation  areas,  any 
analysis  must  reflect  their  presence  to  be  meaningful. 

Following  is  a  tabular  summary  of  results  obtained  in  the  Surface  Owner 
Consultation  Process.   More  detailed  information  can  be  seen  on  the  following 
maps  and  tables  prepared  for  each  of  the  coal  fields  considered.   It  should  be 
noted  that  the  following  summarv  represents  onlv  "qualified  owners"  and  known 
unqualified  owners  are  not  included. 

STTMMAPY 


POwDF.R  RIVFR  SNRFACF  OWNFR  CONSULTATION 

federal  Minerals 
(Acres) 

Favor  Leasing  35  19.8  45,5% 

Against  Leasing  25  14.1  S5,OQ3 

Undecided  3?  18.1  36,2<>0 

Surface  Leased  IS  8.5  14,788 

No  Response  66  3  6.2         118,784 

Split  Preference  4  2.3         Included  in  appropriate 

column  (i.e.  favor, 
oppose,  etc.) 

total  177        inn        *290,551        inn 

^otal  acreage  includes  a  buffer  of  approximately  one-half  mile  beyond  the 
Lease  Recommendation  Area. 


Number 

of 

°<  of 

Surface  Owners 

Total 

35 

19.8 

25 

14.1 

3? 

18.1 

IS 

8.S 

66 

36.2 

4 

2.3 

%  of 

Total 

]  s. 

,6 

1^, 

.0 

12. 

,5 

12. 

,n 

4n. 

.9 

* 


**  All  acreages  and  percents  are  for  federal  minerals  onlv. 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 


IN  REPLY  REFER  TO 


1608 


BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

Miles  City  District  Office 

P.  O.  Box  940 
Miles  City,  Montana   5930  1 


<s> 


*<fe 


February  4,  1980 


Dear  Landowner: 


%- 


The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  ( BLM)  is  amending  the  Decker-Birney ,  South 
Rosebud  and  Coalwood  Management  Framework  Plans  in  accordance  with  the 
Department  of  the  Interior's  coal  management  regulations. 

Our  review  of  federal  and  county  records  shows  that  you  own  the  surface  of 

lands  in  which  the  United  States  has  retained  ownership  of  the  minerals, 

including  coal.   On  the  enclosed  consultation  form  you  will  find  the  legal 
description  of  these  lands. 

The  Surface  Mining  Control  and  Reclamation  Act  of  1977  gives  certain  types 
of  protection  to  surface  owners  who  qualify  under  that  law  (see  attached 
Public  Law  95-87).   The  law  contains  both  a  consent  requirement  and  a  con- 
sultation requirement.   If  you  qualify,  the  BLM  cannot  issue  a  coal  lease 
and  authorize  a  company  to  surface  mine  the  coal  under  your  land  unless  you 
agree  to  let  that  mining  take  place  (the  consent  requirement).   The  surface 
mining  law  also  requires  BLM  to  consult  with  surface  owners  as  part  of  the 
planning  process  and  ask  whether  they  favor  or  oppose  leasing  of  coal  under 
their  land  (the  consultation  requirement). 

The  purpose  of  this  letter  is  to  consult  with  you  and  to  give  you  a  chance 
to  tell  us  whether  you  favor  or  oppose  leasing  the  coal  under  your  land. 
The  BLM  is  not  now  proposing  to  lease  the  coal  under  your  land.   Also,  we 
are  not  now  asking  for  your  consent  to  leasing  and  mining.   Presently,  we 
are  amending  three  management  framework  plans  that  will  help  us  decide 
which  coal  lands  in  the  Powder  River  Basin  should  and  should  not  be  consi- 
dered further  for  possible  leasing.   The  decision  on  which  specific  coal 
lands  will  be  leased  will  be  made  in  a  separate  process  after  planning  is 
completed. 


The  reason  for  this  consultation  with  you  and  with  other  surface  owners  in 
your  area  is  to  give  the  BLM  an  opportunity  to  understand  your  feelings 
about  surface  mining  of  coaL  under  your  land.   The  coal  under  your  land 
might  be  included  in  a  tract  which  we  would  offer  for  federal  leasing. 
However,  if  a  significanc  number  of  qualified  surface  owners  in  your  area 
are  opposed  to  surface  mining  of  coal  under  their  land,  we  may  decide  to 

ain  from  leasing  any  coal  in  that  area  for  surface  mining.   If  this  is 


*^* 


% 
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che  case,  receiving  your  views  ac  chis  earJ  /  stage  oi  planning  ^9%^.!  |,,w  "'■ 
co  avoid  unnecessary  work  in  making  specific  plans  for  coal  leas,  ^^^     your 


area . 


so; 


Views  Expressed  During  Consultation  Nor  Binding  ^^ 

The  views  you  express  in  this  consultation  are  not  binding,   either  on  you  ^^f 
or  on  the  BLM.   Here  is  what  your  views  will  do  and  what  they  will  not  do:     J^ 

( 1 )  Even  if  you  state  at  this  time  that  you  favor  leasing,  you  may 
still  stop  surface  mining  at  any  time  before  a  lease  is  issued  by 
withholding  your  consent  to  mining.   This  will  prevent  the  BLM 
from  leasing  the  coal.  However,  if  you  have  already  given  written 
consent  to  allow  surface  coal  mining  on  your  land,  you  may  have 
already  given  up  your  right  to  stop  leasing  and  mining. 

(2)  Even  if  you  express  a  preference  for  leasing,  the  BLM  is  under  no 
obligation  to  offer  the  coal  under  your  land  for  lease.  Analyses 
may  indicate  the  coal  should  not  be  leased  because  of  environmen- 
tal problems,  that  other  lands  contain  better  coal  and  should  be 
leased  first,  or  that  there  is  no  need  to  lease  the  coal  under 
your  land  because  sufficient  coal  lands  are  already  available  for 
mining . 

(3)  If  you  express  a  preference  against  surface  coal  mining  under 
your  land  and  a  significant  number  of  other  surface  owners  in 
your  area  are  opposed  to  leasing,  the  whole  area  may  be  elimi- 
nated from  consideration  for  leasing.   However,  the  BLM  will 
consider  other  matters,  such  as  the  availability  of  other  coal 
land  for  leasing,  in  making  the  decision  whether  or  not  to  issue 
leases  in  the  area. 

The  Consent  Requirement  vs.  The  Consultation  Requirement 

The  two  protections  of  the  surface  mining  law  for  surface  owners  are  very 
different. 

The  consent  requirement  concerns  each  surface  owner's  authority  to  prevent 
surface  mining  of  coal  under  his  land.   The  BLM  will  not  at  any  time  seek 
consent  from  you  directly.  If  a  coal  company  wants  to  surface  mine  the  coal 
under  your  land,  the  company  will  have  to  negotiate  with  you  to  try  to  get 
your  consent  to  mine.  If  a  qualified  surface  owner  refuses  to  grant  consent 
for  surface  coal  mining,  BLM  is  required  to  withhold  the  coal  from  leasing. 
Your  decision  to  give  consent  or  refuse  consent  does  not  need  to  be  made 
until  a  later  time  when  BLM  is  making  specific  coal  leasing  activity  plans. 

The  consultation  requirement  of  the  law  concerns  the  ability  of  a  group  of 
surface  owners  to  influence  coal  leasing  plans  in  their  area.   The  BLM  lias 
co  decide  during  the  planning  process  whether  to  make  lands  eligible  for 
coal  leasing  in  the  future  or  to  eliminate  lands  from  future  leasing  consi- 
deration.  If  there  are  a  significant  number  of  surface  owners  opposed  to 
leasing  for  surface  mining  and  if  other  acceptable  areas  are  available  for 
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leasing,  the  BLM  may  decide  not  -co  lease  lands  in  the  area  i  jtJ}    ""ace  coal 
mining.   Your  preferences,  along  with  those  of  neighboring  sut.  ^/T^W'iers, 
will  be  taken  into  consideration  now,  during  planning. 


z 


The  Effect  of  Significant  Opposition  to  Leasing  ^ 

If  a  significant  number  of  surface  owners  in  your  area  oppose  leasing  for   Cy^A 
surface  coal  mining,  the  BLM  may  issue  no  leases  in  the  area,  even  though    yV#f 
some  surface  owners  do  favor  surface  coal  mining  under  their  land.   Just       ^^ 
how  many  surface  owners  would  amount  to  a  "significant  number"  cannot  be 
answered  at  this  time.   This  will  have  to  be  determined  on  a  case-by-case 
basis  for  each  planning  area.   The  exact  effect  of  a  significant  number  of 
surface  owners  stating  a  preference  against  leasing  for  surface  coal  mining 
is  this:   the  area  would  be  considered  acceptable  for  leasing  only  for 
underground  mining.  However,  if  there  are  no  other  acceptable  leasing 
areas,  coal  may  be  leased  for  surface  mining  in  your  area,  even  over  the 
opposition  of  a  significant  number  of  surface  owners  in  the  area.   But,  in 
no  case  will  the  coal  under  your  land  be  leased  without  your  consent  if  you 
are  a  qualified  surface  owner. 

Qualified  Surface  Owners 

The  protections  of  the  surface  mining  law  apply  only  to  surface  owners 
defined  by  the  law.   The  law  defined  surface  owners  as  a  person  or  persons 
who: 

(1)  hold  legal  or  equitable  title  to  the  land  surface; 

(2)  have  their  principal  place  of  residence  on  the  land;  or  person- 
ally conduct  fanning  or  ranching  operations  upon  a  farm  or  ranch 
unit  to  be  affected  by  surface  coal  mining  operations;  or  receive 
directly  a  significant  portion  of  their  income,  if  any,  from  such 
fanning  or  ranching  operations;  and, 

(3)  have  met  the  conditions  of  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2)  for  a  period  of 
at  least  three  years  prior  to  the  granting  of  consent. 

Unless  you  have  already  given  consent,  the  third  provision  does  not  apply 
to  you  at  this  time.   That  is,  you  qualify  as  a  surface  owner  under  the  law 
if  you  meet  the  first  two  criteria. 

If  you  meet  the  requirements  of  the  law  listed  above,  you  can  help  insure 
that  your  preferences  are  considered  in  the  BLM  planning  process  by  letting 
us  know  that  you  meet  each  of  the  requirements.   If  you  do  not  meet  the 
requirements,  please  let  us  know  this  also. 

If  Consent  To  Mine  Has  Already  Been  Given 

If  you  have  already  given  your  consent  to  a  coal  company  or  someone  else  to 
surface  mine  the  coal  under  your  land,  it  is  important  that  the  BLM  know 
about  this  in  preparing  its  management  framework  plan  amendment.   Please 
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send  us  a  copy  of  any  written  consent  you  have  given.  If  you 
written  copy,  please  describe  any  consent  you  have  given  and  ; 
description  to  the  enclosed  consultation  form  you 


return  to  this  ofr^ 


If  you  have  already  given  your  consent  to  surface  coal  mining  on  your  land, 
the  BLM  will  consider  you  to  be  in  favor  of  mining  those  tracts  to  which 
the  consent  agreements  apply  [according  to  BLM  regulations  43  CFR  3420.2-3 
(e)  (2)]  . 


°/>, 


Outside  Advice 

You  may  want  to  seek  the  advice  of  someone  outside  the  federal  government 
(for  example,  neighboring  surface  owners,  a  lawyer,  or  someone  familiar 
with  surface  coal  mining  operations)  before  you  answer  this  letter. 

Time  for  Answering 

For  us  to  fully  consider  your  views,  we  need  to  have  your  response  by  March 
10,  1980.   If  we  determine  that  you  are  a  qualified  surface  owner,  we  will 
consider  your  attitude  toward  coal  mining  on  your  land  as  we  plan  for  pub- 
lic resource  uses  in  your  area.   You  may  use  the  enclosed  form  to  express 
your  views.   It  is  designed  so  that  you  may  respond  indivxdually  to  each 
separate  parcel  under  consideration.   The  extra  form  is  a  duplicate  for  you 
to  fill  out  and  save  so  that  you  will  have  a  record  of  your  response. 


If  you  have  questions  concerning  consultation  or  any  other  aspect  of  the 
planning  process,  please  feel  free  to  call  us  at  (406)  232-4331. 


Enclosures 
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PUBLIC  LAW  95-87— AUG.  3,  1977       S>C* 


91  STAT.  445 


Public  Law  95-87 
95th  Congress 


An  Act 


Qo, 


To  provide  for  the  cooperation  between  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  ana  the 
States  with  respect  to  the  regulation  of  surface  coal  mining  operations,  and 
the  acquisition  and  reclamation  of  abandoned  mines,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  States  of  America  in,  Congress  assembled,  That  this  Act 
may  be  cited  as  the  "Surface  Mining  Control  and  Reclamation  Act 
of  1977". 


SCIJFACE   OWN  Kit    PROTECTION 


Aug.  3,  1977 

[H.R.  2] 


Surface  Mining 

Control  and 

Reclamation  Act 

of  1977. 

30  USC  1201 

note. 


30  USC  1304.  Skc.  714.  (a)  The  provisions  of  this  section  shall  apply  where  coal 

owned  by  the  United  States  under  land  the  surface  rights  to  which  are 

owned  by  a  surface  owner  as  defined  in  this  section  is  to  be  mined  by 
methods  other  than  underground  mining  techniques. 

(b)  Any  coal  deposits  subject  to  this  section  shall  be  offered  for  lease 
pursuant  to  section  2(a)  of  the  Mineral  Lands  Leasing  Act  of  1920, 

as  amended.  30  USC  201. 

(c)  The  Secretary  shall  not  enter  into  any  lease  of  Federal  coal    Consent, 
deposits  until  the  surface  owner  has  given  written  consent  to  enter  and 
commence  surface  mining  operations  and  the  Secretary  has  obtained 
evidence  of  such  consent.  Valid  written  consent  given  by  any  surface 
owner  prior  to  the  enactment  of  this  Act  shall  l.e  deemed  sulficient 

for  the  purposes  of  complying  with  this  section. 

(d)  In  order  to  minimize  disturbance  to  surface  owners  from  sur- 
face coal  mining  of  Federal  coal  deposits  and  to  assist  in  the  prepara- 
tion of  comprehensive  land-use  plans  required  by  section  2(a)  of  the 
Mineral  I>ands  Leasing  Act  of  19:20,  as  amended,  the  Secretary  s-hall 
consult  with  any  surface  owner  whose  land  is  proposed  to  be  included 
in  a  leasing  tract  and  shall  ask  the  surface  owner  to  state  his  preference 
for  or  against  the  offering  of  the  deposit  under  his  land  for  lease.  The 
Secretary  shall,  in  his  discretion  but  to  the  maximum  extent  practi- 
cable, refrain  from  leasing  coal  deposits  for  development  by  methods 
other  than  underground  mining  techniques  in  those  areas  where  a 
significant  number  of  surface  owners  have  stated  a  preference  against 
the  offering  of  the  deposits  for  lease 

(e)  For  the  purpose  of  this  section  the  term  "surface  owner"  means    "Surface  owner.' 
the  natural  person  or  persons  (or  corporation,  the  majority  stock  of 

which  is  held  by  a  person  or  persons  who  meet  the  other  requirements 
of  this  section)  who — 

(1)  hold  legal  or  equitable  title  to  the  land  surface; 

(2)  have  their  principal  place  of  residence  on  the  land;  or  per- 
sonally conduct  farming  or  ranching  operations  upon  a  farm'or 
ranch  unit  to  be  affected  by  surface  coal  mining  operations;  or 
receive  directly  a  significant  portion  of  their  income,  if  any,  from 
such  farming  or  ranching  operations;  and 

(3)  have  met  the  conditions  of  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2).  for  a 
period  of  at  least  three  years  prior  to  the  granting  of  the  consent. 

In  computing  the  three-year  period  the  Secretary  may  include  periods 
during  which  title  was  owned  by  a  relative  of  such  person  by  blood  or 
marriage  during  which  period  such  relative  would  have  met  the 
requirements  of  this  subsection. 

(f)  This  section  shall  not  apply  to  Indian  lands. 

(g)  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  construed  as  increasing  or 
diminishing  any  property  rights  by  the  United  States  or  by  any  other 
landowner. 
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SURFACE  OWNER  CONSULTATION  AND  RESPONSE  ANALYSIS 


I.    BACKGROUND  INFORMATION 
District  Miles  City 


District  Manager 


Jeorqe  Neuberg 


Resource  Area  Powder  River 


Coal  Field  or  Area 


Colstrip 


Date  letters  sent  to  surface  owners 
Date  of  this  analysis: 


6-6-80 


Resource  Area  Manager  Bob  Bennett 

Planning  Unit  South  Rosebud #  12     DO  Planning  Coord.     Harlan  Haves 


SO  Planning  Coord.     Eric  Stone 
2-6-80 


II.   OWNERSHIP  CHARACTERISTICS 

Surface  owners  consulted  identified  through  county  courthouse  records: 
Total  acres  in  parcels  descrihed  in  letters: 

Number  of  known  unqualified  surface  owners:  5 

Acres  owned  by  known  unqualified  owners: 
Number  of  qualified  surface  owners: 
Acres  owned  by  qualified  surface  owners: 
Surface  owners  with  outstanding  surface  leases: 
Acres  covered  by  outstanding  surface  leases: 


14,134 


16 


22,832 


5,402 


21 


36,966 


23.8% 


38.2  % 


76.2% 


61.8% 


14.3% 


23.6  % 


III.*   RESPONSE  ANALYSIS  OF  QUALIFIED  SURFACE  OWNERS 

Total  responses  received  from  qualified  surface  owners: 
Number  of  surface  owners  against  leasing: 
Acres  owned  by  surface  owners  against  leasing: 
Number  of  surface  owners  who  favor  leasing: 
Acres  owned  by  surface  owners  who  favor  leasing: 
Number  of  surface  owners  who  are  undecided  on  leasing: 
Acres  owned  by  surface  owners  who  are  undecided: 
Number  of  surface  owners  who  did  not  respond: 
Acres  owned  by  surface  owners  who  did  not  respond: 
Number  of  surface  owners  who  have  a  split  preference: 
Acres  of  land  with  a  split  preference  are  included  in  the 
appropriate  column  (i.e.  favor,  oppose  or  undecided). 


10 

5 

7, 

113 

0 

0 

2 

2, 

.717 

7 

7, 

,600 

2 

62.5% 


31.3% 


31.2% 


0% 


0% 


12.5% 


11.9% 


43.8% 


33.3% 


12.5% 


Values  given  are  for  qualified  surface  owners  overlying  federal  minerals. 


NOTE:   Qualifications  of  surface  owners  were  not  formally  adjudicated  by  the  BLM. 

Each  surface  owner  was  asked  to  qualify  or  disqualify  himself  based  on  infor- 
mation supplied  in  the  surface  owner  consultation  letter  which  each  surface 
owner  received. 
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SURFACE  OWNER  CONSULTATION  AND  RESPONSE  ANALYSIS 


I.    BACKGROUND  INFORMATION 
District  Miles  City 


District  Manager 


George  Neuberg 


Resource  Area  Powder  River 


Resource  Area  Manager  Bob  Bennett 

Planning  Unit  South  Rosebud      #  12     DO  Planning  Coord.     Harlan  Haves 


Coal  Field  or  Area  Greenleaf-Miller 


SO  Planning  Coord.     Eric  Stone 


Date  letters  sent  to  surface  owners:    2-6-80 
Date  of  this  analysis: 


6-6-80 


II.   OWNERSHIP  CHARACTERISTICS 

Surface  owners  consulted  identified  through  county  courthouse  records: 

Total  acres  in  parcels  described  in  letters: 

Number  of  known  unqualified  surface  owners: 

Acres  ovmed  by  known  unqualified  owners: 

Number  of  qualified  surface  owners: 

Acres  owned  by  qualified  surface  owners: 

Surface  owners  with  outstanding  surface  leases: 

Acres  covered  by  outstanding  surface  leases: 


16, 

,885 

1 

20       % 

1,999 

11.8  % 

4 

80       % 

14,886 

88.2  % 

0 

0% 

0 

0  % 

III.*   RESPONSE  ANALYSIS  OF  QUALIFIED  SURFACE  OWNERS 

Total  responses  received  from  qualified  surface  owners: 
Number  of  surface  owners  against  leasing: 
Acres  owned  by  surface  owners  against  leasing: 
Number  of  surface  owners  who  favor  leasing: 
Acres  owned  by  surface  owners  who  favor  leasing: 
Number  of  surface  owners  who  are  undecided  on  leasing: 
Acres  owned  by  surface  owners  who  are  undecided: 
Number  of  surface  owners  who  did  not  respond: 
Acres  owned  by  surface  owners  who  did  not  respond: 
Number  of  surface  owners  who  have  a  split  preference: 
Acres  of  land  with  a  split  preference  are  included  in  the 
appropriate  column  (i.e.  favor,  oppose  or  undecided). 


13,934 


0 


952 


75.0  % 


75 

.0% 

93, 

.6% 

0  % 

0% 

0% 

0% 

25        % 

6, 

.4% 

0  % 

Values  given  are  for  qualified  surface  owners  overlying  federal  minerals. 


NOTE:   Qualifications  of  surface  owners  were  not  formally  adjudicated  by  the  RLM. 

Each  surface  owner  was  asked  to  qualify  or  disqualify  himself  based  on  infor- 
mation supplied  in  the  surface  owner  consultation  letter  which  each  surface 
owner  received. 
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Other 


No  symbol  indicates  no 
Federal  minerals 


Note:     Acquired  and  L.U.  may  [ 

include  term  or  fractional 
interest  for  mineral  shown. 


Scale    In     Miles 


SURFACE  OWNER  CONSULTATION  AND  RESPONSE  ANALYSIS 


I.    BACKGROUND  INFORMATION 
District  Miles  City 


Resource  Area  Powder  River 


District  Manager 


George  Neuberg 


Resource  Area  Manager  Bob  Bennett 


Planning  Unit  South  Rosebud #  12     DO  Planning  Coord.     Harlan  Hayes 

Coal  Field  or  Area  Sweeney-Snyder SO  Planning  Coord.     Eric  Stone 


Date  letters  sent  to  surface  owners:    2-6-80 
Date  of  this  analysis: 


6-6-80 


II.   OWNERSHIP  CHARACTERISTICS 

Surface  owners  consulted  identified  through  county  courthouse  records: 
Total  acres  in  parcels  described  in  letters: 

Number  of  known  unqualified  surface  owners:  2 

Acres  owned  by  known  unqualified  owners: 
Number  of  qualified  surface  owners: 
Acres  owned  by  qualified  surface  owners: 
Surface  owners  with  outstanding  surface  leases: 
Acres  covered  by  outstanding  surface  leases: 


1,619 


11 


0 


0 


13 


22,322 


20,703 


15.4% 


7.3  % 


84.6  % 


92.7  % 


0% 


0  % 


III.*   RESPONSE  ANALYSIS  OF  QUALIFIED  SURFACE  OWNERS 

Total  responses  received  from  qualified  surface  owners: 
Number  of  surface  owners  against  leasing: 
Acres  owned  by  surface  owners  against  leasing: 
Number  of  surface  owners  who  favor  leasing: 
Acres  owned  by  surface  owners  who  favor  leasing: 
Number  of  surface  owners  who  are  undecided  on  leasing: 
Acres  owned  by  surface  owners  who  are  undecided: 
Number  of  surface  owners  who  did  not  respond: 
Acres  owned  by  surface  owners  who  did  not  respond: 
Number  of  surface  owners  who  have  a  split  preference: 
Acres  of  land  with  a  split  preference  are  included  in  the 
appropriate  column  (i.e.  favor,  oppose  or  undecided). 


3 

7, 

772 

1 

1, 

,925 

3 

3, 

,980 

4 

7, 

,026 

0 

63. 

6% 

27. 

3  % 

37. 

5% 

9. 

.1% 

9. 

.3% 

27. 

.3% 

19, 

.2% 

36, 

•  3  % 

34, 

.0% 

0% 

Values  given  are  for  qualified  surface  owners  overlying  federal  minerals, 


NOTE:   Qualifications  of  surface  owners  were  not  formally  adjudicated  by  the  RLM. 

Each  surface  owner  was  asked  to  qualify  or  disqualify  himself  based  on  infor- 
mation supplied  in  the  surface  owner  consultation  letter  which  each  surface 
owner  received. 
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Seals    In     Mil«t 

MINERALS  OWNED  BY 
THE  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT 

Symbol  Mineral  Rights 

All  Minerals 


Sweeney  Creek-Snider  Creek  Coal  Field 


Coal  Only 


V* 


Oil  and  Gas  Only 


Oil.  Gas.  and  Coal  Only 


Surface  Owner  Consultation 

|\\|  For  mining 
^fjA    Against  mining 

Undecided 

Unqualified  owner 


W=s.      Other 


□ 


No  symbol  indicates  no 
Federal  minerals 


Note       Acquired  and  L.U.  may 

include  term  or  fractional 
interest  for  mineral  shown. 


4-14 


SURFACE  OWNER  CONSULTATION  AND  RESPONSE  ANALYSIS 


I.    BACKGROUND  INFORMATION 
District  Miles  City 


Resource  Area  Powder  River 


Planning  Unit  coalwood 


District  Manager 


George  Neuberg 


Resource  Area  Manager  Bob  Bennett 


Coal  Field  or  Area  Foster  Creek 

Date  letters  sent  to  surface  owners:    2-6-8O 
Date  of  this  analysis:  5-5-3Q 


#  10     DO  Planning  Coord.     Harlan  Hayes 
SO  Planning  Coord.     Eric  Stone 


II.   OWNERSHIP  CHARACTERISTICS 

Surface  owners  consulted  identified  through  county  courthouse  records: 

Total  acres  in  parcels  descrihed  in  letters: 

Number  of  known  unqualified  surface  owners:  1 

Acres  owned  by  known  unqualified  owners: 

Number  of  qualified  surface  owners: 

Acres  owned  by  qualified  surface  owners: 

Surface  owners  with  outstanding  surface  leases: 

Acres  covered  by  outstanding  surface  leases: 


4, 

,480 

25 

30, 

,860 

0 

0 

26 


35,340 


3.7  % 


12.7  % 


96.2% 


87.3  % 


0  % 


0  % 


III.*   RESPONSE  ANALYSIS  OF  QUALIFIED  SURFACE  OWNERS 


Total 

respo 

Number 

of  s 

Acres 

owned 

Number 

of  s 

Acres 

owned 

Number 

of  s 

Acres 

owned 

Number 

of  s 

Acres 

owned 

Number 

of  s 

Acres 

of  la 

appr 

opria 

nses  received  from  qua 
urface  owners  against 

by  surface  owners  aga 
urface  owners  who  favo 

by  surface  owners  who 
urface  owners  who  are 

by  surface  owners  who 
urface  owners  who  did 

by  surface  owners  who 
urface  owners  who  have 
nd  with  a  split  prefer 
te  column  (i.e.  favor, 


lified  surface  owners: 
leasing: 
inst  leasing: 
r  leasing: 

favor  leasing: 
undecided  on  leasing: 

are  undecided: 
not  respond: 

did  not  respond: 

a  split  preference: 
ence  are  included  in  the 

oppose  or  undecided). 


13 


3 

2, 

,740 

4 

5, 

,197 

5 

6, 

,861 

12 

16, 

,062 

1 

52.0  % 


12.0  % 


8.9% 


16.0  % 


16.8  % 


20.0% 


22.2  % 


48.0% 


52.0% 


4.0% 


Values  given  are  for  qualified  surface  owners  overlying  federal  minerals. 


NOTE:   Qualifications  of  surface  owners  were  not  formally  adjudicated  by  the  RLM. 

Each  surface  owner  was  asked  to  qualify  or  disqualify  himself  based  on  infor- 
mation supplied  in  the  surface  owner  consultation  letter  which  each  surface 
owner  received. 
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Note:     Acquired  and  L.U.  may 

include  term  or  fractional 
interest  for  mineral  shown 
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SURFACE  OWNER  CONSULTATION  AND  RESPONSE  ANALYSIS 


I.    BACKGROUND  INFORMATION 
District  Miles  City 


Resource  Area  Powder  River 


District  Manager 


George  Neuberg 


Resource  Area  Manager  Bob  Bennett 


Planning  Unit  Coalwood 


//  10     DO  Planning  Coord.     Harlan  Hayes 
Coal  Field  or  Area  Sand  Creek  SO  Planning  Coord.  _    Eric  Stone 

2-6-80 


Date  letters  sent  to  surface  owners 
Date  of  this  analysis: 


6-6-80 


II.   OWNERSHIP  CHARACTERISTICS 

Surface  owners  consulted  identified  through  county  courthouse  records 

Total  acres  in  parcels  described  in  letters: 

Number  of  known  unqualified  surface  owners: 

Acres  owned  by  known  unqualified  owners: 

Number  of  qualified  surface  owners: 

Acres  owned  by  qualified  surface  owners: 

Surface  owners  with  outstanding  surface  leases: 

Acres  covered  by  outstanding  surface  leases: 


13 


8, 

.998 

0 

0% 

0 

0% 

13 

100       % 

8,998 

100       % 

0 

0% 

0 

0% 

III.*   RESPONSE  ANALYSIS  OF  QUALIFIED  SURFACE  OWNERS 

Total  responses  received  from  qualified  surface  owners: 
Number  of  surface  owners  against  leasing: 
Acres  owned  by  surface  owners  against  leasing: 
Number  of  surface  owners  who  favor  leasing: 
Acres  owned  by  surface  owners  who  favor  leasing: 
Number  of  surface  owners  who  are  undecided  on  leasing: 
Acres  owned  by  surface  owners  who  are  undecided: 
Number  of  surface  owners  who  did  not  respond: 
Acres  owned  by  surface  owners  who  did  not  respond: 
Number  of  surface  owners  who  have  a  split  preference: 
Acres  of  land  with  a  split  preference  are  included  in  the 
appropriate  column  (i.e.  favor,  oppose  or  undecided). 


3 

1, 

040 

1 

1, 

200 

4 

3, 

,722 

5 

3, 

,036 

0 

61. 

5% 

23. 

.1% 

11. 

,6% 

7. 

.7% 

13. 

.3% 

30, 

.8% 

41. 

.4% 

38. 

.4% 

33. 

.7% 

0% 

Values  given  are  for  qualified  surface  owners  overlying  federal  minerals. 


NOTE:   Qualifications  of  surface  owners  were  not  formally  adjudicated  by  the  RLM. 

Each  surface  owner  was  asked  to  qualify  or  disqualify  himself  based  on  infor- 
mation supplied  in  the  surface  owner  consultation  letter  which  each  surface 
owner  received. 
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Scols    In     Milan 

MINERALS  OWNED  BY 
THE  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT 

Symbol  Mineral  Rights 

All  Minerals 


Sand  Creek   Coal   Field 


VWs,      Coal  Only 


X 


Oil  and  Gas  Only 


i|      Oil.  Gas.  and  Coal  Onl/ 


Other 


□      No  symbol  indicates  no 
Federal  minerals 

Note:     Acquired  and  L.U.  may 

include  term  or  fraction^ 
interest  tor  mineral  sh-<^n 


Surface  Owner  Consultation 

LX^  For  mining 

X /A  Against  mining 

|   |  Undecided 

l'.'.\  Unqualified  owner 
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SURFACE  OWNER  CONSULTATION  AND  RESPONSE  ANALYSIS 


I.    BACKGROUND  INFORMATION 
District  Miles  City 


Resource  Area  Powder  River 


Planning  Unit  Coalwood 


Coal  Field  or  Area  Broadus 


District  Manager 


George  Neuberg 


Resource  Area  Manager  Bob  Bennett 


#  10     DO  Planning  Coord.     Harlan  Hayes 
SO  Planning  Coord.     Eric  Stone 


Date  letters  sent  to  surface  owners:   2-6-80 

Date  of  this  analysis: 


6-6-80 


II.   OWNERSHIP  CHARACTERISTICS 

Surface  owners  consulted  identified  through  county  courthouse  records 

Total  acres  in  parcels  descrihed  in  letters: 

Nunber  of  known  unqualified  surface  owners: 

Acres  owned  by  known  unqualified  owners: 

Number  of  qualified  surface  owners: 

Acres  owned  by  qualified  surface  owners: 

Surface  owners  with  outstanding  surface  leases: 

Acres  covered  by  outstanding  surface  leases: 


29 


26, 

,682 

0 

0  % 

0 

0  % 

29 

100   % 

26,682 
0 

100   % 
0  % 

0 

0  % 

III.*   RESPONSE  ANALYSIS  OF  QUALIFIED  SURFACE  OWNERS 

Total  responses  received  from  qualified  surface  owners: 
Number  of  surface  owners  against  leasing: 
Acres  owned  by  surface  owners  against  leasing: 
Number  of  surface  owners  who  favor  leasing: 
Acres  owned  by  surface  owners  who  favor  leasing: 
Number  of  surface  owners  who  are  undecided  on  leasing: 
Acres  owned  by  surface  owners  who  are  undecided: 
Number  of  surface  owners  who  did  not  respond: 
Acres  owned  by  surface  owners  who  did  not  respond: 
Number  of  surface  owners  who  have  a  split  preference: 
Acres  of  land  with  a  split  preference  are  included  in  the 
appropriate  column  (i.e.  favor,  oppose  or  undecided). 


20 


1 

4, 

,412 

10 

7, 

,447 

8 

6, 

,381 

9 

8, 

,402 

1 

69. 

,0  % 

3. 

■4  % 

16. 

•6% 

34. 

■5  % 

27. 

■9  % 

27. 

•6  % 

23. 

•9  % 

31. 

•0  % 

31. 

■  6% 

3, 

■5% 

*   Values  given  are  for  qualified  surface  owners  overlying  federal  minerals. 


NOTE:   Qualifications  of  surface  owners  were  not  formally  adjudicated  by  the  BLM. 

Each  surface  owner  was  asked  to  qualify  or  disqualify  himself  based  on  infor- 
mation supplied  in  the  surface  owner  consultation  letter  which  each  surface 
owner  received. 
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THE  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT 
Symbol  Mineral  Rights 


All  Minerals 


Inlill! 


Coal  Only 


Oil  and  Gas  Only 


Oil,  Gas.  and  Coal  Only 


Other 


Broadus  Coal  Field 


Surface  Owner  Consultation 

L\N  For  mining 

X /X    Against  mining 

{   -j  Undecided 

F7=7]    Unqualified  owner 


R.50E. 


□  * 


o  symbol  indicates  no 
Federal  minerals 


Note:     Acquired  and  L.U.  may  | 

include  term  or  fractional 
interest  for  mineral  shown 


SURFACE  OWNER  CONSULTATION  AND  RESPONSE  ANALYSIS 


I.    BACKGROUND  INFORMATION 
District  Miles  City 


Resource  Area  Powder  River 


District  Manager 


George  Neuberg 


Resource  Area  Manager  Bob  Bennett 


Planning  Unit  coalwood #  10 D0  Planning  Coord.    Harlan  Haves 

Coal  Field  or  Area  Pumpkin  Creek SO  Planning  Coord.    Eric  Stone 


Date  letters  sent  to  surface  owners:   2-6-8O 
Date  of  this  analysis:  5-5-3Q 


II.   OWNERSHIP  CHARACTERISTICS 

Surface  owners  consulted  identified  through  county  courthouse  records 

Total  acres  in  parcels  described  in  letters: 

Number  of  known  unqualified  surface  owners: 

Acres  owned  by  known  unqualified  owners: 

Number  of  qualified  surface  owners: 

Acres  owned  by  qualified  surface  owners: 

Surface  owners  with  outstanding  surface  leases: 

Acres  covered  by  outstanding  surface  leases: 


23 


33, 

982 

1 

4.3    % 

960 

2.8    % 

22 

95.7    % 

33,022 
0 

97.2    % 
0   % 

0 

0    % 

III.*   RESPONSE  ANALYSIS  OF  QUALIFIED  SURFACE  OWNERS 

Total  responses  received  from  qualified  surface  owners: 
Number  of  surface  owners  against  leasing: 
Acres  owned  by  surface  owners  against  leasing: 
Number  of  surface  owners  who  favor  leasing: 
Acres  owned  by  surface  owners  who  favor  leasing: 
Number  of  surface  owners  who  are  undecided  on  leasing: 
Acres  owned  by  surface  owners  who  are  undecided: 
Number  of  surface  owners  who  did  not  respond: 
Acres  owned  by  surface  owners  who  did  not  respond: 
Number  of  surface  owners  who  have  a  split  preference: 
Acres  of  land  with  a  split  preference  are  included  in  the 
appropriate  column  (i.e.  favor,  oppose  or  undecided). 


15 


1 

6, 

449 

7 

12, 

.368 

7 

3, 

.398 

7 

10, 

,807 

0 

68. 

2 

7 

4. 

,5 

7 

19. 

.5 

7 

31. 

.8 

% 

37. 

,5 

% 

31. 

,8 

7 

10. 

.3 

7 

31, 

,8 

7 

32. 

.7 

% 

0 

% 

Values  given  are  for  qualified  surface  owners  overlying  federal  minerals. 


NOTE:   Qualifications  of  surface  owners  were  not  formally  adjudicated  by  the  RLM. 

Each  surface  owner  was  asked  to  qualify  or  disqualify  himself  based  on  infor- 
mation supplied  in  the  surface  owner  consultation  letter  which  each  surface 
owner  received. 
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MINERALS  OWNED  BY 
THE  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT 
Symbol  K]ineraJJ*ij»hts 

!!  jjlljl      All  Minerals 

lltiilnlli! 

V'/M      Coal  Only 
## 

J,\  r       Oil  and  Gas  Only 
^ffig     Oil.  Gas,  and  Coal  Only 


D 


Other 


No  symbol  indicates  no 
Federal  minerals. 


Ncte:     Acquired  and  L.U.  ma/ 

include  term  or  fractional 
interest  tor  mineral  shown 


Scale    In     Mil** 


Pumpkin   Creek   Coal   Field 


Surface   Owner  Consultation 

LX^  For  mining 

X /X   Against  mining 

|   |  Undecided 

[»•.*.]  Unqualified  owner 
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SURFACE  OWNER  CONSULTATION  AND  RESPONSE  ANALYSIS 


I.    BACKGROUND  INFORMATION 
District  Miles  City 


Resource  Area  Powder  River 


Planning  Unit  Decker-Birney 


Coal  Field  or  Area 


Kir  by 


Date  letters  sent  to  surface  owners 
Date  of  this  analysis: 


District  Manager 


George  Neuberg 


Resource  Area  Manager  Bob  Bennett 

#  13     DO  Planning  Coord.     Harlan  Hayes 


SO  Planning  Coord.     Eric  Stone 


2-6-80 


6-6-80 


II.   OWNERSHIP  CHARACTERISTICS 

Surface  owners  consulted  identified  through  county  courthouse  records: 

Total  acres  in  parcels  descrihed  in  letters: 

Number  of  known  unqualified  surface  owners: 

Acres  owned  by  known  unqualified  owners: 

Number  of  qualified  surface  owners: 

Acres  owned  by  qualified  surface  owners: 

Surface  owners  with  outstanding  surface  leases: 

Acres  covered  by  outstanding  surface  leases: 


11 


23, 

,420 

0 

0  % 

0 

0  % 

11 

100        % 

23,420 
2 

100        % 
18.2  % 

3,173 

13.5  % 

III.*   RESPONSE  ANALYSIS  OF  OUALIFIED  SURFACE  OWNERS 

Total  responses  received  from  qualified  surface  owners:        9 

Number  of  surface  owners  against  leasing:  3 

Acres  owned  by  surface  owners  against  leasing:  8,934 

Number  of  surface  owners  who  favor  leasing:  2 

Acres  owned  by  surface  owners  who  favor  leasing:  1,275 

Number  of  surface  owners  who  are  undecided  on  leasing:  2 

Acres  owned  by  surface  owners  who  are  undecided:  5,626 

Number  of  surface  owners  who  did  not  respond:  2 

Acres  owned  by  surface  owners  who  did  not  respond:  4,412 

Number  of  surface  owners  who  have  a  split  preference:  0 
Acres  of  land  with  a  split  preference  are  included  in  the 
appropriate  column  (i.e.  favor,  oppose  or  undecided). 


81. 

.8  % 

27. 

,3  % 

38. 

,1  % 

18. 

■  2  % 

5, 

.4  % 

18. 

•2  % 

24, 

•0% 

18, 

•2  % 

18 

•  8  % 

o  % 

Values  given  are  for  qualified  surface  owners  overlying  federal  minerals. 


NOTE:   Qualifications  of  surface  owners  were  not  formally  adjudicated  by  the  BLM. 

Each  surface  owner  was  asked  to  qualify  or  disqualify  himself  based  on  infor- 
mation supplied  in  the  surface  owner  consultation  letter  which  each  surface 
oi^ner  received. 
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Scot*    In     Mil«« 

MINERALS  OWNED  BY 
THE  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT 
Symbol  Mineral  Rights 


All  Minerals 


Coal  Only 

Oil  and  Gas  Only 


Kirby  and  Birney  Coal  Fields 


Surface  Owner  Consultation 


Oil.  Gas.  and  Coal  Only 


==      Other 


□ 


No  symbol  Indicates  no 
Federal  minerals. 


Note:     Acquired  and  L.U.  may 

include  term  or  fractional 
interest  for  mineral  shown. 


LX^  For  mining 

V/X  Against  mining 

I      1  Undecided 

l'.'.\  Unqualified  owner 

Existing  surface  leases 
4-24 


SURFACE  OWNER  CONSULTATION  AND  RESPONSE  ANALYSIS 


I.    BACKGROUND  INFORMATION 
District  Miles  City 


Resource  Area  Powder  River 


District  Manager 


George  Neuberg 


Resource  Area  Manager  Bob  Bennett 


Planning  Unit  Decker-Birney #  JL3 DO  Planning  Coord.     Harlan  Hayes 

Coal  Field  or  Area Birney SO  Planning  Coord.  Eric  Stone 

2-6-80 


Date  letters  sent  to  surface  owners 
Date  of  this  analysis: 


6-6-80 


II.   OWNERSHIP  CHARACTERISTICS 

Surface  owners  consulted  identified  through  county  courthouse  records: 

Total  acres  in  parcels  described  in  letters: 

Number  of  known  unqualified  surface  owners: 

Acres  owned  by  known  unqualified  owners: 

Number  of  qualified  surface  owners: 

Acres  owned  by  qualified  surface  owners: 

Surface  owners  with  outstanding  surface  leases: 

Acres  covered  by  outstanding  surface  leases: 


27,230 


14, 

,470 

5 

12, 

,760 

1 

4, 

,144 

16.7  % 


53.1  % 


83.4  % 


46.9  % 


20.0  % 


32.5  % 


III.*   RESPONSE  ANALYSIS  OF  QUALIFIED  SURFACE  OWNERS 

Total  responses  received  from  qualified  surface  owners: 
Number  of  surface  owners  against  leasing: 
Acres  owned  by  surface  owners  against  leasing: 
Number  of  surface  owners  who  favor  leasing: 
Acres  owned  by  surface  owners  who  favor  leasing: 
Number  of  surface  owners  who  are  undecided  on  leasing: 
Acres  owned  by  surface  owners  who  are  undecided: 
Number  of  surface  owners  who  did  not  respond: 
Acres  owned  by  surface  owners  who  did  not  respond: 
Number  of  surface  owners  who  have  a  split  preference: 
Acres  of  land  with  a  split  preference  are  included  in  the 
appropriate  column  (i.e.  favor,  oppose  or  undecided). 


39 


3,434 


0 


5,143 


0 


60. 

0  % 

20. 

0  % 

0. 

3  % 

20. 

•0  % 

26. 

■9  % 

0  % 

0  % 

40. 

.0  % 

40. 

.3  % 

0  % 

Values  given  are  for  qualified  surface  owners  overlying  federal  minerals. 


NOTE: 


Qualifications  of  surface  owners  were  not  formally  adjudicated  by  the  BLM. 
Each  surface  owner  was  asked  to  qualify  or  disqualify  himself  based  on  infor- 
mation supplied  in  the  surface  owner  consultation  letter  which  each  surface 
owner  received. 
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SURFACE    OWNER    CONSULTATION   AND   RESPONSE    ANALYSTS 


T.  IUCKOROUND    INFORMATION 

District         Mil^City_ 
Resource   Area         Powder   River 


District   Manager  ?i^8e_Neuberg 

Resource   Area   Manager    Bob   Bennett 


Planning    Unit         Decker-Birney         //     13  DO    Planning    Ciord.  Harlan  Hayes 

Eric  Stone 


Coal  Field  or  Area    Decker 


Date  letters  sent  to  surface  owners 
Date  of  this  analysis: 


SO  Planning  Coord 


N/A 
WTK' 


II.   OUNERSHIP  CHARACTERISTICS 

Surface  owners  consulted  identified  through  county  courthouse  records: 

Total  acres  in  parcels  described  in  letters: 

Number  of  known  unqualified  surface  owners: 

Acres  owned  bv  known  unqualified  owners: 

Number  of  qualified  surface  owners: 

Acres  owned  by  qualified  surface  owners: 

Surface  owners  with  outstanding  surface  leases: 

Acres  covered  by  outstanding  surface  leases^^  \^  ^ 


^c4 


III.*      RESPONSE   ANALYSIS    OF    OUALIFIE 


es: 
leases^  X  ^'  C" 


«2* 


Total  responses  received  from  qualified  surfacV^D 
Number  of  surface  owners  against  leasing: 
Acres  owned  by  surface  owners  against  leasing: 
Number  of  surface  owners  who  favor  leasing: 
Acres  owned  by  surface  owners  who  favor  leasing: 
Nunber  of  surface  owners  who  are  undecided  on  leasing: 
Acres  owned  by  surface  owners  who  are  undecided: 
Number  of  surface  owners  who  did  not  respond: 
Acres  owned  by  surface  owners  who  did  not  respond 
Number  of  surface  owners  who  have  a  split  preference: 
Acres  of  land  with  a  split  preference  are  included  in  the 
appropriate  column  (i.e.  favor,  oppose  or  undecided). 


wners : 

% 

% 

% 

% 

% 

sing: 

7, 

% 

Z 

: 

% 

nee : 

*   Values  given  are  for  qualified  surface  owners  overlying  federal  minerals. 


NOTE:   Oualif icat ions  of  surface  owners  were  not  formallv  adjudicated  by  the  BLM. 

Each  surface  owner  was  asked  to  qualifv  or  disqualify  himself  based  on  infor- 
mation supplied  in  the  surface  owner  consultation  letter  which  each  surface 
owner  received. 
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SURFACE  OWNER  CONSULTATION  AND  RESPONSE  ANALYSIS 


I.    BACKGROUND  INFORMATION 
District  Miles  City 


Resource  Area  Powder  River 


District  Manager 


George  Neuberg 


Resource  Area  Manager  Bob  Bennett 


Planning  Unit  Decker-Birney      #  13     DO  Planning  Coord.     Harlan  Hayes 
Coal  Field  or  Area  East  Decker  SO  Planning  Coord.     Eric  Stone 


Date  letters  sent  to  surface  owners 
Date  of  this  analysis: 


2-6-80 


6-6-80 


II.   OWNERSHIP  CHARACTERISTICS 

Surface  owners  consulted  identified  through  county  courthouse  records: 

Total  acres  in  parcels  described  in  letters: 

Number  of  known  unqualified  surface  owners:  3 

Acres  owned  by  known  unqualified  owners: 

Number  of  qualified  surface  owners: 

Acres  owned  by  qualified  surface  owners: 

Surface  owners  with  outstanding  surface  leases: 

Acres  covered  by  outstanding  surface  leases: 


14,043 


10, 

,557 

5 

3, 

,486 

0 

0 

37.5% 


75.2% 


62.5% 


24.8% 


0% 


0% 


III.*      RESPONSE   ANALYSIS   OF   QUALIFIED   SURFACE   OWNERS 

Total    responses   received    from  qualified    surface   owners: 
Number   of   surface   owners   against   leasing: 
Acres   owned    by   surface   owners   against    leasing: 
Number   of   surface   owners   who   favor   leasing: 
Acres   owned    by   surface   owners   who    favor   leasing: 
Number   of   surface   owners   who   are   undecided   on   leasing: 
Acres   owned    by   surface   owners   who   are   undecided: 
Number   of   surface   owners   who   did   not   respond: 
Acres   owned    by   surface   owners   who   did    not    respond: 
Number   of   surface   owners   who  have   a   split    preference: 
Acres   of    land  with  a   split   preference   are    included    in   the 
appropriate   column   (i.e.    favor,    oppose   or    undecided). 


480 


3,006 


0 


20.0% 


0% 


0% 


20.0% 


13.8% 


0% 


0% 


80.0% 


86.2% 


0% 


Values  given  are  for  qualified  surface  owners  overlying  federal  minerals. 


NOTE:   Qualifications  of  surface  owners  were  not  formally  adjudicated  by  the  BLM. 

Each  surface  owner  was  asked  to  qualify  or  disqualify  himself  based  on  infor- 
mation supplied  in  the  surface  owner  consultation  letter  which  each  surface 
owner  received. 
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-ntsmeii'  ,*  _." _"._ -Tom -st** .«• 

MINERALS  OWNED  BY 
THE  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT 


Symbol  Mineral  Rights 

All  Minerals 

<W6      Coal  Only 


Decker  Coal  Fields 


Surface  Owner  Consultation 


□ 


Oil  and  Gas  Only 


Oil.  Gas.  and  Coal  Only 


Other 


No  symbol  indicates  no 
Federal  minerals 


Note:     Acquired  and  L.U.  may 

include  term  or  fractional 
interest  for  mineral  shown 


L\N  For  mining 

X /X  Against  mining 

|,„  \  Undecided 

[,•,'.]  Unqualified  owner 
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SURFACE  OWNER  CONSULTATION  AND  RESPONSE  ANALYSIS 


I.    BACKGROUND  INFORMATION 
District    Miles  City 


Resource  Area  Powder  River 


District  Manager 


George  Neuberg 


Resource  Area  Manager   Bob  Bennett 


Planning  Unit   Decker-Birney         13   DO  Planning  Coord. 

SO  Planning  Coord. 


Harlan  Hayes 


Coal  Field  or  Area  Hanging  Woman 

Date  letters  sent  to  surface  owners 
Date  of  this  analysis: 


Eric  Stone 


2-6-80 


6-6-80 


II.   OWNERSHIP  CHARACTERISTICS 

Surface  owners  consulted  identified  through  county  courthouse  records 

Total  acres  in  parcels  described  in  letters: 

Number  of  known  unqualified  surface  owners: 

Acres  owned  by  known  unqualified  owners: 

Number  of  qualified  surface  owners: 

Acres  owned  by  qualified  surface  owners: 

Surface  owners  with  outstanding  surface  leases: 

Acres  covered  by  outstanding  surface  leases: 


14 


51, 

,576 

3 

21.4 
12.5 
78.6 
87.6 
27.3 
5.0 

% 

6,426 

7 

11 

7 

45,150 
3 

% 
% 

2,241 

7 

III.*   RESPONSE  ANALYSIS  OF  QUALIFIED  SURFACE  OWNERS 

Total  responses  received  from  qualified  surface  owners: 
Number  of  surface  owners  against  leasing: 
Acres  owned  by  surface  owners  against  leasing: 
Number  of  surface  owners  who  favor  leasing: 
Acres  owned  by  surface  owners  who  favor  leasing: 
Number  of  surface  owners  who  are  undecided  on  leasing: 
Acres  owned  by  surface  owners  who  are  undecided: 
Number  of  surface  owners  who  did  not  respond: 
Acres  owned  by  surface  owners  who  did  not  respond: 
Number  of  surface  owners  who  have  a  split  preference: 
Acres  of  land  with  a  split  preference  are  included  in  the 
appropriate  column  (i.e.  favor,  oppose  or  undecided). 


2,000 


960 


3,000 


36,949 


0 


64.0 

7 

9.1 

7 

4.4 

7 

18.2 

7 

2.1 

7 

9.1 

7 

6.6 

7 

45.5 

7 

82.1 

7 

0 

7 

Values  given  are  for  qualified  surface  owners  overlying  federal  minerals. 


NOTE:   Oualif ications  of  surface  owners  were  not  formally  adjudicated  by  the  RLM. 

Each  surface  owner  was  asked  to  qualify  or  disqualify  himself  based  on  infor- 
mation supplied  in  the  surface  owner  consultation  letter  which  each  surface 
owner  received. 
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MINERALS  OWNED  BY 
THE  fTDERAL  GOVERNMENT 

Symbol  Mineral  Rights 


.■, ::': 


Scot*    In     Miles 


All  Minerals 


Coal  Only 


Oil  and  Gas  Only 

mm 

%M£      Oil.  Gas.  and  Coal  Only 


Other 


□ 


No  symbol  indicates  no 
Federal  minerals 


Note       Acquired  and  L  U    may 

include  term  or  fractional 
interest  for  mineral  shown 


Hanging  Woman  Coal  Field 


Surface  Owner  Consultation 

LV^j  For  mining 

X /X    Against  mining 

|   1  Undecided 

I' .».]  Unqualified  owner 

Existing  surface  leases 
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SURFACE  OWNER  CONSULTATION  AND  RESPONSE  ANALYSIS 


I.    BACKGROUND  INFORMATION 
District:  Miles  City     


Resource  Area  Powder  River 


District  Manager 


George  Neuberg 


Resource  Area  Manager  Bob  Bennett 


Planning  Unit  Decker-Birney     #  13    DO  Planning  Coord.     Harlan  Hayes 
Coal  Field  or  Area  Moor  he  ad  SO  Planning  Coord.     Eric  Stone 


Date  letters  sent  to  surface  owners:    2-6-80 
Date  of  this  analysis: 


6-6-80 


II.   OWNERSHIP  CHARACTERISTICS 

Surface  owners  consulted  identified  through  county  courthouse  records 

Total  acres  in  parcels  described  in  letters: 

Number  of  known  unqualified  surface  owners: 

Acres  owned  by  known  unqualified  owners: 

Number  of  qualified  surface  owners: 

Acres  owned  by  qualified  surface  owners: 

Surface  owners  with  outstanding  surface  leases: 

Acres  covered  by  outstanding  surface  leases: 


25 


48 

,152 

1 

4.0  % 

400 

0.8  % 

24 

96    % 

47,752 

99.2  % 

6 

25.0  % 

19,828 

41.5  % 

III.*   RESPONSE  ANALYSIS  OF  QUALIFIED  SURFACE  OWNERS 


Total  responses  received  from  qua 
Number  of  surface  owners  against 
Acres  owned  by  surface  owners  aga 
Number  of  surface  owners  who  favo 
Acres  owned  by  surface  owners  who 
Number  of  surface  owners  who  are 
Acres  owned  by  surface  owners  who 
Number  of  surface  owners  who  did 
Acres  owned  by  surface  owners  who 
Number  of  surface  owners  who  have 
Acres  of  land  with  a  split  prefer 
appropriate  column  (i.e.  favor, 


lified  surface  owners: 
leasing: 
inst  leasing: 
r  leasing: 

favor  leasing: 
undecided  on  leasing: 

are  undecided: 
not  respond: 

did  not  respond: 

a  split  preference: 
ence  are  included  in  the 

oppose  or  undecided). 


14 

58.3  % 

1 

4.2  % 

640 

1-3  % 

6 

25    % 

11,310 

23.7  % 

1 

4.2  % 

605 

1.3  % 

10 

41.6  % 

15,369 

32.2  % 

0 

0  % 

Values  given  are  for  qualified  surface  owners  overlying  federal  minerals. 


NOTE:   Qualifications  of  surface  owners  were  not  formally  adjudicated  by  the  BLM. 

Each  surface  owner  was  asked  to  qualify  or  disqualify  himself  based  on  infor- 
mation supplied  in  the  surface  owner  consultation  letter  which  each  surface 
owner  received. 
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MINERALS  OWNED  BY 
THE  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT 

Symbol  Mineral  Rights 

All  Minerals 


Moorhead  Coal   Field 


m 


D 


Coal  Only 


Oil  and  Gas  Only 


Oil.  Gas,  and  Coal  Only 


Other 


No  symbol  indicates  no 
Federal  minerals 


Note:     Acquired  and  L.U.  may 

include  term  or  fractional 
interest  for  mineral  shown 


Surface  Owner  Consultation 

K\l  For  mining 
\//\    Against  mining 

Undecided 
VJ  Unqualified  owner 

Existing  surface  leases 
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SECTION  5 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 

ON 

DEHFCER-BIRNEY,    SOIFH   ROSERIH   AMD   OOAL'JOOn   MEP   AMENDMENTS 


SHHMARY 


'"his  document  assesses  the  environmental  impacts  that  would  result  from 
implementing  the  decisions  proposed  in  the  Powder  River  MFP  Amendments.   The 
result  of  these  amendments  would  he  to  remove  specific  acreages  of  federal 
coal  from  further  leasing  consideration  hv  reason  of:   1)  the  existence  of 
known  resource  values  defined  in  the  unsultability  criteria  contained  in  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior's  Federal  Coal  Management  Program,  and  ?)  a  signi- 
ficant number  of  owners  of  private  surface  over  federal  coal  who  expressed  a 
negative  view  toward  coal  leasing  in  a  given  area. 

^hiq  document,  therefore,  assesses  the  potential  impacts  of  not  mining  coal 
within  specific  acreages  of  the  Powder  River  Resource  Area.   Me  find  these 
impacts  and  the  level  of  public  concern  to  he  minimal.   ^his  is  not  an 
assessment  of  the  environmental  impacts  of  mining  coal:  the  impacts  will 
likely  he  maior  in  significance  and  controversial.  Among  the  impacts  of  mining 
coal  are  the  following  issues:   conflicts  with  agriculture,  changes  in  the 
style  of  life,  reclamation  and  hvdrologv  problems  and  other  specific  concerns. 
Those  impacts  will  be  studied  when  specific  tracts  are  identified  within  the 
boundaries  of  the  areas  that  the  land  use  plans  identified  as  "acceptable  for 
further  consideration." 
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P1TRP0SF  ANr>  NF,F,n 


Tn  oHer  to  complv  with  the  .Inly  1^7^  Coal  Management  Peculations  as  outlined 
in  43  Code  of  Federal  Peculations  (CFR)  Part  1400,  the  three  existing  Tianage- 
nent  Framework  Plans  (MFP's)  are  being  amended. 

This  environmental  assessment  ("FA)  is  being  written  as  required  hv  the 
planning,  regulations  outlined  in  43  CFR  I  fSO  1 . <S— 3 ( b)  .    The  purpose  of  the  FA 
is  to  assess  the  impacts  of  the  removal  of  certain  lands  from  further  lease 
consideration  due  to  application  of  the  unsuitability  criteria  and  surface 
owner  consultation.   Following  the  tract  delineation  process  hv  the  U.S. 
Ceological  Survev ,  a  site  specific  analysis  will  be  completed  for  each  tract 
showinp  the  impacts  of  possible  coal  development  for  that  tract.   Then  a 
regional  environmental  statement  will  he  completed  for  those  tracts  ranked  hy 
the  Regional  Coal  Team  for  possible  leasing  and  will  consider  possible  impacts 
of  leasing  on  a  regional  basis. 
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AL^FRNA^l^F0,  IMCLHpTNC  PROPOSFf)  ACTION 


Preferred  Alternative 

The  proposed  action  is  the  application  of  both  the  surface  owner  consultation 
and  the  unsui tabilitv  criteria  to  determine  lands  unsuitable  for  further  coal 
lease  consideration.   This  alternative  limits  areas  covered  hv  unsui tabilitv 
criteria  or  areas  where  a  significant  number  of  surface  owners  are  not  in 
favor  of  leasing  from  being  carried  forward  to  the  actual  leasing  process. 

The  maioritv  of  impacts  from  anplication  of  the  unsuitability  criteria  ani 

surface  owner  consultation  will  be  in  the  social  and  economic  areas.   The 

physical  environment  will  not  be  affected  greatly  bv  removing  areas  from  coal 
lease  consideration. 

The  economic  and  social  impacts  will  arise  from  the  removal  of  the  entire 
Hreenleaf-Miller  mining  unit  and  portions  of  the  Kirbv,  Rirnev,  Sweenev- 
Snider,  Rroadus,  Pumpkin  Creek,  Moorhead ,  Hanging  Woman,  Foster  Creek,  oecker, 
Sand  Creek,  Colstrip,  and  Fast  Decker  Lease  Recommendation  Areas  from  further 
consideration  for  coal  leasing. 

Alternative 

Fxcention  or  exemptions  may  be  applied  at  a  later  date  should  all  parties 
involved  approve  the  need  and  agree  upon  the  application.  The  application  of 
the  exceptions  or  exemptions  for  each  unsuitability  criteria  could  be  viewed 
as  an  alternative  to  the  proposed  action.   Fxceptions  have  currentlv  been 
applied  to  the  following  criteria: 

All  Coal  Areas 

Criterion  3.    Puffer  Zones 

Within  100'  of  a  right-of-way  of  a  public  road,  within  100'  of  a 

cemetery,  within  300'  of  a  public  building,  school,  church,  community  or 

institutional  building  or  public  park,  or  within  300'  of  an  occupied 
dwelling. 

Fxception 

No  exeption  is  applied  at  this  time.   lc  at  some  future  time  formal 
written  agreement  between  all  involved  parties  can  be  reached  on  anv 
relocation,  the  exception  can  be  applied. 

All  Coal  Areas 

Criterion  7.    Historic  bands  and  Sites 

Cultural  resources  on  federal  lands  which  are  included  in  or  eligible 
for  inclusion  in  the  National  Register  of  Historical  Places  and  an 
appropriate  buffer  zone  around  the  outside  boundarv  of  the  designated 
propertv  as  deter-mined  hy  the  surface  management  agency. 


S-^ 


Rxeeption 

Tho  unsuitability  criterion  and  the  exception  have  bpen  anplipd  to  all 
known  cultural  resources  in  the  areas.   Consultation  with  the  State 
Historic  Preservation  Officer  ami  the  Advisorv  Council  on  Historic 
"reservation  is  in  nrop,rpss.   Certain  areas  may  he  determined  unsuitable 
prior  to  lease  though  this  consultation. 

Mot  all  twentv  of  the  unsuitahilitv  criteria  can  he  appropriately  applied  to 
every  coal  area.   Application  of  certain  pertinent  criteria  is  limited  for 
other  reasons,  e.g.  based  on  currently  available  data,  certain  unsuitahilitv 
criteria  could  not  be  applied  at  this  time.   As  the  data  becomes  available, 
they  will  be  applied.   Should  this  not  occur  prior  to  the  final  RIS,  the 
appropriate  area  will  he  dropped  from  further  lease  consideration  (except  for 
criterion  1°). 

Mo  Action  Alternative 

This  is  not  a  viable  consideration  in  this  case.   We  are  directed  by  federal 
regulation  as  to  the  action  we  must  follow. 
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AFFFCTF,n  KNPIROMMFNrp 

Areas  affected  by  the  amendment  are  located  in  the  Powder  River  Resource  Area 
and  are  scattered  among  the  separate  coal  areas  being  considered  for  possible 
leasing  ("see  location  nap  included  in  Section  1). 

As  we  are  dealing  with  areas  that  have  been  removed  from  further  lease 
consideration  due  to  application  of  the  unsul tabili tv  criteria  and  surface 
owner  consultation,  the  negatively  affected  environment  is  one  of  social  and 
economic  conditions  rather  than  the  physical  environment.   ^hose  areas  which 
have  bpen  dropped  Hue  to  the  unsui tabilitv  criteria  or  negative  surface  owner 
views  are  listed  by  coal  field  in  Results  of  Consultation  and  TTnsui.tability.  A 
more  detailed  description  of  the  unsui tab ili tv  criteria  and  their  application 
along  with  the  surface  owner  consultation  process  can  be  found  in  the 
appropriate  sections  of  this  document. 

Fxisting  Social  Conditions 

^he  area  surrounding  and  containing  the  lease  recommendation  areas  has 
experienced  population  growth  since  1°70,  although  the  growth  has  been  uneven. 
As  can  be  seen  in  ^able  S — 1 ,  Rosebud  County,  Montana,  has  been  the  recipient 
of  the  most  growth  due  mostlv  to  the  construction  of  Colstrip  1  and  9  power 
plants  and  the  opening  of  the  'Jestern  Fnergv  and  Rig  Sky  mines.   Similarlv, 
Sheridan  County,  Uvoming,  has  grot<rn  principailv  from  mining  activities.   ^he 
Powder  River  Countv  growth  was  most  likelv  due  to  the  oil  and  gas  production 
that  has  occurred  in  the  county. 

TABI/R  5-1 

Population  Crowth  in  Counties  in  the  Powder  River  Region 

Population  %   Change 

1076  1070-1076 

70, ROC  16.51 

12,970  6.61 

3,167  10.66 

10,618  5.58 

0,578  58.70 

The  growth  of  Ouster  and  Rig  Porn  Counties  was  not  substantial. 

The  mining  activitv  that  has  occurred  and  is  expected  to  occur  due  to  the 
current  national  energv  situation  has  created  the  attitude  among  the  residents 
and  communitv  leaders  that  future  coal  mining  is  inevitable  (Hooper,  lr,70>. 
^he  level  of  mining  in  the  area  is  expected  to  triple  hv  joon  even  without 
additional  federal  leasing  (Rureau  of  hand  Management  ,  1080").   ^hus,  thev 
realize  that  their  quality  of  life,  as  thev  now  define  it  in  terms  of 
interpersonal  relationships,  low  population  densities,  etc.,  will  be  somewhat 
diminished  bv  the  anticipated  additional  mining.   M so ,  the  construction  of 
Colstrip  7  and  4  will  have  an  important  negative  impact  on  the  quality  of  life 
of  the  long-time  residents  of  the  area. 

Service  and  housing  demand  will  sharplv  increase  with  the  construction  of 
Colstrip  8  and  4  and    additional  mining.   Most  of  the  communities  in  the  area 
are  anticipating  these  increases. 
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County 

10  <S0 

1060 

1070 

Sheridan 

20,185 

18,080 

17,857 

Custer 

12,661 

13,227 

12,174 

Powder  Piver 

2,6^7 

2,485 

2,862 

Pig  Horn 

0,87  4 

10,007 

10,0S7 

Rosebud 

6,S7D 

6,187 

6,032 

Current  Ke  on  on  i  c  Cond  i  t  ions 

Agriculture  anH  government  emplovment  are  the  dominant  economic  activities  in 
the  region  containing  the  Lease  Recommendation  Areas.   together,  agriculture 
and  government  account  for  more  than  1/3  of  all  jobs.   Energy  production  is, 
however,  significant  in  several  counties.   ^able  5-?.  shows  emplovment  both  bv 
actual  number  of  jobs  and  as  a  percentage  for  the  region  as  a  whole  and  for 
those  counties  likely  to  experience  impacts  from  renewed  leasing. 


^ARLK  5-2 
Comparison  of  Importance  of  Economic  Sectors 


Fm 

plovment 

natal/ 

Ener< 

7 1 

*v_' 

^otal 

of 

Agriculture 

Covernment 

Produi 

:tion 

3  Coli 

Limns 

Level  o^ 

No.  Of      %  Of 

No.  of 

%   of 

No.  of 

%    of 

No.  of 

"'   of 

Analysis 

Jobs    Total 

Jobs 

^otal 

Jobs 

^otal 

Jobs 

^otal 

Region 

3,740      15.4 

5  ,  3  1  0 

7.1.1 

1,717 

7.0 

10,776 

44.1 

County 

(Montana) 

Rig  Horn 

1,020      ?5.3 

1,006 

?.5.0 

2  70 

6.7 

2,?  °6 

56.0 

Custer 

674      11.5 

1,2  30 

28.  7 

20 

.3 

1,024 

32.7 

Powder  River 

53?     44.4 

141 

13.8 

81 

7.3 

7  54 

69.0 

Rosebud 

640      15.? 

647 

15.1 

1,7.06 

28.1 

2,502 

58.5 

(  Wvom  i  ng  ) 

Sheridan 

874      0.7 

?,?.afi 

°5.3 

140 

1.5 

3,300 

36.7 

u 
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U.S.  Oepartnent  of  Commerce,  bureau  of  Economic  Analvsis,  unpublished 
tables. 

Normally  the  sectors  in  energv  production  would  be  shown  separatelv  as 
part  of  mining,  manufacturing  (refining),  and  transportation,  communica- 
tion and  utilities  (power  plants).   As  over  90%  of  Montana  coal  is 
converted  to  electricitv,  mining  and  power  plant  emplovment  were  lumped 
together  as  energv  production. 


Agriculture,  government  and  energy  production  account,  therefore,  for  a  large 
number  of  jobs  in  the  region.   However,  the  dependency  on  government, 
agriculture  and  energv  production  as  sources  of  employment  seems  to  decline  as 
total  employment  increases.   ^his  is  shown  in  ^able  5-3. 
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^ABLE  5-3 

Counties  Ranked  hv  Size  of  Work  Force 


Percentage 

Vie 

and 
pendent 

on 

Agriculture , 

Covernment , 

and 

Fnergy- 

-Re 

lated 

Employment 

County  Size  of  Work  Force       %  Dependent 


Sheridan,  WY 

Q,026 

36.7 

Custer,  MT 

S,S76 

1^.7 

Rosebud,  T" 

4,27<> 

ss.s 

Rip;  Horn,  >'T 

4,03S 

56.  Q 

Powder  River, 

\*T 

1,1  />R 

62.  Q 

_'    Inverting  the  relationship  yields  a  Spearman  rank  order  correlation 
coefficient  of  ,R4  (i.e.,  Sheridan,  WY,  is  .633  free  of  dependency; 
Custer  is  .673  free;  Rosebud  is  .41 5  free:  Rig  Horn  is  .43  free:  and 
Dowder  River  is  .371  free  of  dependence. 


^he  high  degree  of  dependence  on  these  few  economic  sectors  indicates  that  any 
increase  in  population  of  the  area  would  come,  in  large  part,  in  response  to 
increases  in  government  employment  or  energy  production.   Increases  in  employ- 
ment in  agriculture  are  unlikely  as  the  trend  since  1920  has  been  for  declin- 
ing numbers  of  farms  and  declining  agriculture  employment  due,  primarily,  to 
poor  profits  and  increasing  substitution  of  machinery  for  labor.  In-migration 
oF  new  employees  and  their  dependents  has  presented  significant  problems  to 
both  agriculture  and  communities  on  the  Creat  Plains.   Most  of  those  problems 
are  classified  as  social  and  are  discussed  under  social  conditions.   Some, 
however,  are  economic.  These  include  the  costs  to  communities  of  providing 
human  and  basic  services  and  the  costs  to  agriculture  of  lost  productivity 
from  land  converted  to  industrial  (mining,  conversion  facilities)  or  municipal 
uses.  'Hie  interested  reader  who  wishes  to  explore  issues  related  to  fiscal 
impacts  on  communities  is  invited  to  read  a  publication  edited  by  Davenport 
and  Davenport,  Roomtowns  and  Human  Services  (Wyoming  Human  Services  Project, 
University  of  Wyoming,  l07f>).   Those  interested  in  on-site  impacts  from 
mining-related  surface  disturbance  are  invited  to  review  the  Fastern  and 
Northern  Powder  River  Coal  Fnvironmental  Statements  available  from  RLM  and 
HSCS ,  respectivelv.  wot  covered  in  those  statements  was  the  issue  of  lost 
agricultural  productivity  due  to  conversion  of  open  land  to  built  (municipal) 
environment. 
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F.NVTRONMF.NTAL  CONSEQUENCES 

As  a  result  of  the  application  of  the  unsuitability  criteria  and  the  surface 
owner  views,  there  will  he  no  substantial  impacts  on  the  physical  environment 
from  the  preferred  alternative.   However,  impacts  to  the  social  and  economic- 
environment  will  occur  and  are  addressed  in  detail  further  on. 

The  application  of  exceptions  or  exemptions,  as  an  alternative,  are  not 
helieved  to  add  anv  additional  impact  heyond  those  discussed.   FQr  example:  Tn 
the  Colstrip  area,  1  S7  acres  of  leased  federal  coal  were  dropped  hased  on 
criterion  3.   The  application  of  the  exception  for  criterion  3  would  allow 
that  land  Chaffer  zones  along  a  puhlic  road)  to  he  mined  along  with  the  rest 
of  the  current  lease.   A  relocation  of  the  road  would  occur  hased  on  agreement 
of  all  parties  then  he  replaced  following  reclamation.  This  would  not  add  anv 
additional  impacts  to  the  proposal. 

Social  Impacts 

This  discussion  of  the  sociological  impacts  is  hased  on  the  assumption  that 
areas  dropped  out  of  consideration  due  to  the  surface  owner  consultation  and 
application  of  the  unsuitahility  criteria  would  have  heen  leased  and  mined  if 
they  had  heen  carried  forward. 

The  most  important  effect  will  he  a  slight  drop  in  the  workforce  in  Posebud 
County  due  to  the  withdrawal  of  the  Creenleaf-Miller  coal  field.   This  will 
result  in  fewer  new  people  coming  into  the  area  due  to  mining.   However,  with 
the  construction  of  Colstrip  3  and  4  and  the  development  of  the  other  coal 
fields,  the  withdrawal  of  the  Creenleaf-Miller  field  will  not  affect  the  level 
of  demand  for  social  services,  hut  will  lessen,  somewhat,  the  demand  for 
housing  and  associated  services. 

In  terms  of  quality  of  life,  the  withdrawal  of  the  Creenleaf-Miller  field  will 
have  little  effect  on  the  process  already  started  hy  current  mining  and  the 
construction  of  Colstrip  3  and  4.   The  quality  of  life  will  continue  to  he 
negatively  affected  without  Creenleaf-Miller  and  the  reduction  in  the  other 
fields,  i.e.,  Sweenev-Snider ,  Kirhv,  Rroadus  and  others.   ^his  decline  will 
occur  even  without  federal  leasing  due  to  development  of  private  mines. 

Tn  summarv,  the  proposed  action  will  have  little  sociological  effect  in  the 
area. 

Possihle  Fconomic  Impacts  Hue  to  the  Amendment 

The  MFP  amendment  will  have  little  or  no  effect  on  coal  market  prices  or 
regional  energv  development.   It  will  have  a  slight  heneficial  effect  on 
agriculture.  The  MFP  carried  forward  8R?<  of  the  total  federal  coal  (6,40fS  of 
7,240  million  tons).  This  should  satisfv  the  expected  1°Q0  demand  for  produc- 
tion from  (Montana)  federal  coal  of  65-70  million  tons  per  year  (Rureau  of 
Land  Management,  1°.S0).   The  MFP  process  has,  therefore,  not  signif icantlv 
constrained  coal  availahilitv  and  should  not  result  in  any  price  increase  due 
to  high  demand  with  short  supply.  Table  S-4  explores  this  possibility. 

Table  S-4  shows  the  changes  in  stripping  ratios. 
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^APLF  5-4 
Shift  in  Stripping  Rat i oL'    Due  to  MFP  Screen 


Regional  Stripping  Patio 
Prior  to  Amendment 


Regional  Stripping  Ratio 
After  the  Amendment 


R.R4 


3.88 


This  increase  in  the  post  amendment  stripping  ratio  is  so  small  that  no 
additional  draglines  would  be  required^',   ^hus,  the  slight  increase  in  the 
stripping  ratio  should  be  seen  as  not  affecting  the  cost  of  coal  produced. 

Another  important  factor  is  the  external  cost  to  agriculture  of  being 
displaced  from  surface  occupancy.   This  inevitably  means  at  least  a  short-term 
decline  in  agricultural  production  and  possibly  in  agricultural  income  in  the 
areas  carried  forward.   Table  5-5  shows  the  change  in  the  amount  of  surface 
disturbance  which  may  now  result  if  the  coal  is  mined. 

TARLF  5-5 
Shift  in  Surface  Disturbance-/ 
Due  to  MFP  Screen 


Acres  Disturbed 


Acres  Disturbed 


LRA 

Decker 

Pumpkin  Creek 

Kirby 

Sand  Creek 

Colstrip 

Hroadus 

Hanging  Woman 

Moorhead 

Creenleaf-Miller 

Swe  eney-S  a  id  e  r 

Rirney 

Foster  Creek 


Per  Million 

Tons 

Pe 

r  Millior 

i  Tons 

Direction 

Producible 

Coal 

Pr 

oducible 

Coal 

of 

Pre-Amendment 

Post-Amendment 
9.S2 

Change 

Q.64 

down 

18.84 

18.34 

down 

23.8 

20.6 

down 

24.07 

24.  SI 

up 

24.62 

24.76 

up 

24.  Ql 

24.03 

up 

20.34 

20.08 

down 

13.37 

13.3 

down 

32.SQ 

dropped 

32.47 

32.47 

unchanged 

12.3 

12.1 

unchanged 

30.33 

28.74 

down 

u 
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Rased  on  a  weighting  of  the  average  stripping  ratio  for  each  LRA  times 
the  %  of  coal  in  that  LRA.   A  technical  paper  is  available  on  request. 

One  Marion  R750  can  remove  16. A  million  cubic  vards  of  over/ interburden 
per  vear.   At  a  stripping  ratio  of  R.R4,  23   draglines  could  uncover  100 
MMT  per  vear.   At  3.88,  21  draglines  would  still  he  required  (technical 
paper  available  on  request). 

The  RLM  Miles  City  Agronomist  is  currently  converting  acreage  figures 
to  yield  information  to  provide  for  a  more  complete  and  balanced  assess- 
ment of  agricultural  impacts. 
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Tn   R   of    the    12   LRA's,    the   amount   of    surface   disturbance    per   million   tons   of 
producible   coal    declined.    Over   tbe   entire   region,    tbe    amount    of    surface   dis- 
turbance   per   million    tons    declined    from    18.82    to    18. A   acres    per   million    tons. 
Thus,    the    amendment    reduced    impacts    to   agriculture    by    reducing    the    amount    of 
surface    to   be   disturbed    per  million   tons   of    producible   coal.      For   example,    at 
18.82   acres    per  million   tons,    production   of    100   million    tons    per   year   would 
remove   about    20,702   acres    from   agricultural   production   (assuming   an    11-year 
mining/reclamation   cycle).    At    18. A    acres   per  million   tons,    20,240   acres   would 
be   denied    to   agriculture. 
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RESULTS  OF  CONSULTATION  AND  UNSUITARILITY 


1)    RROADIIS  COAT,  AREA 


Criterion  3:   Buffer  Zones 


Approximately  197  acres  were  dropped 
due  to  existing  roads  and  private 
dwellings. 


Criterion  7:   Historic  Lands  &  Sites 


No  loss  at  this  time.  Area  is  pending 
further  study. 


Criterion  16:  Floodplains 


Approximately  All  acres  were  dropped 
Hased  on  the  100-year  floodplain. 


Criterion  19:  Alluvial  Valley  Floors 


No  loss  at  this  time.  Area  is  pending 
further  study. 


Surface  Owner  Consultation 


1,870  acres  of  federal  coal  were 
dropped  as  the  result  of  negative 
surface  owner  views. 


2)         COLSTRTP  COAL  AREA 


Criterion  3:   Ruffer  Zones 


Approximately  164  acres  were  dropped 
due  to  public  roads  and  private 
dwellings. 


Criteron  7:    Historic  Lands  &  Sites 


No  loss  at  this  tine.  Area  is  pending 
further  study. 


Criterion  15:  State  Resident  Fish 
&  Wildlife 


Approximately  131  acres  were  dropped 
for  one  sharp-tailed  grouse  lek. 


Criterion  16:  Flood  Plains 


Approximately  41  acres  were  dropped 
based  on  the  100-year  flood  plain. 


Criterion  19:  Alluvial  Valley  Floors 


No  loss  at  this  time.  Area  ,.is  pending 
further  study. 


3)    PECKER  COAL  AREA 


Criterion  3:   Ruffer  Zones 


Approximately  6  acres  were  considered 
unsuitable  because  of  a  public  road. 


4)    EAST  DECKER  COAL  APE A 


Criterion  3:   Ruffer  Zones 


Approximately  7  acres  were  considered 
unsuitable   because  of  a  public  road. 


Criterion  19:  Alluvial  Valley  Floors 


No  loss  at  this  time.  Area  is  pending 
further  study. 
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5)  FOSTFR  CRFFK  COAT,  ARFA 

Criterion  3:   Ruffer  Zones  Approximately  I*1?,  acres  were  dropped 

due  to  existing  roads  and  private 
dwellings . 

Criterion  7:   Historic  Lands  &  Sites         No  loss  at  this  tine.  Area  is  pending 

further  study. 

Criteria  9-14:   Wildlife  Not  applied  at  this  time  pending 

further  stud  v. 

Criterion  IS:   State  Resident  Fish  Approximately  111  acres  were  dropped 

&  Wildlife  at  this  time  based  on  whitetail  deer 

wintering  range. 

Criterion  16:   Flood  Plain  Approximately  171  acres  were  dropped 

based  on  the  100-year  flood  plain. 

Criterion  1°:   Alluvial  Valley  Floors        No  loss  at  this  time.  Area  is  pending 

further  stud v. 

6)  CRFFNLFAF-MILLFR  COAL  ARFA 

The  entire  federal  coal  area  (5,854  acres)  was  dropped  from  further  lease  consi- 
deration based  on  negative  surface  owner  views  from  the  surface  owner  consultation 
process. 

7)  HANCINC  WOMAN  COAL  ARFA 

Criterion  2:      Right s-of -Way,  Fasements       Approximately  3  acres  were  dropped 

based  on  roads  over  public  surface. 

Criterion  3:   Ruffer  Zones  Approximately  241  acres  were  dropped 

based  on  puhlic  roads. 

Criterion  7:   Historic  Lands  &  Sites         No  loss  at  this  time.  Area  is  pending 

further  study. 

Criterion  11:  Raid  and  Colden  Fagle  Nests     Approximately  125  acres  were  dropped 

based  on  a  golden  eagle  nest. 

Criterion  14:  Migratory  Rirds  Approximately  105  acres  were  dropped 

based  on  burrowing  owl  nesting 
habitat. 

Criterion  15:  State  Resident  Fish  Approximately  1,438  acres  were 

&  Wildlife  dropped  based  on  3  sage  grouse  leks, 

2  sharptail  leks,  and  1  antelope 
wintering  range. 

Criterion  16:  Flood  Plain  Approximately  3  53  acres  were  dropped 

based  on  the  100-year  floodplain. 

Criterion  10:  Alluvial  ^allev  Floor  No  loss  at  this  time.  Area  is  pending 

further  study. 
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8)    KIRRV  COAL  AREA 


Criterion  3:   Ruffer  Zones 


Approximately  136  acres  were  dropped 
based  on  public  roads  and  private 
dwellings. 


Criterion  7:   Historic  Lands  &  Sites 


No  loss  at  this  tine.  Area  is  pending 
further  study. 


Criteria  0-15:  Wildlife 


No  loss  at  this  tine.  Area  is  pending 
further  study. 


Surface  Owner  Consultation 


5,OA2  acres  were  dropped  based  on 
negative  surface  owner  views. 


0)    R1RNFY  COAL  AREA 


Criterion  4:   Wilderness  Studv  Area 


146  acres  were  dropped  due  to 
MT-024-70] . 


Criterion  7:   Historic  Lands  &  Sites 


No  loss  at  this  time.  Area  is  pending 
further  study. 


Criterion  13:  Falcon  Cliff  Nesting  Sites 


Approximately  44S  acres  were  dropped 
to  provide  a  buffer  zone. 


Criteria  0-15:  Wildlife 


No  loss  at  tliis  tine.  Area  is  pending 
further  study. 


Criterion  10:   Alluvial  Vallev  Floors 


No  loss  at  this  tine.  Area  is  pending 
further  study. 


10)   MOORHFAD  COAL  ARFA 


Criterion  ?.:   Riphts-of-wav 


Approximately  2  acres  were  dropped 
based  on  roads  over  federal  surface. 


Criterion  3:   Buffer  Zones 


Approxinately  645  acres  were  dropped 
based  on  public  roads  and  private 
dwellings. 


Criterion  7:   Historic  Lands  &  Sites 


No  loss  at  this  tine.  Area  is  pending 
further  study. 


Criteria  9-15:   Wildlife 


No  loss  at  this  tine.  Area  is  pending 
further  study. 


Criterion  16:  Flood  Plains 


Approxinately  212  acres  were  dropped 
based  on  the  100-year  flood  plain. 


Criterion  10;  Alluvial  Vallev  Floors 


No  loss  at  this  tine.  Area  is  pending 
further  study. 
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11)   PUMPKIN  CREEK  COAL  AREA 


Criterion   2:      Rights-of-Wav ,    Ease-H-Mits 


Approximately  ln  acres  were  dropped 
due  to  a  road  and  nowerline  over 
federal  surface. 


Criterion  3:   Ruffer  Zones 


Approximately  278  acres  were  dropped 
based  on  public  roads  and  private 
dwellings . 


Criterion  7:   Historic  Lands  &  Sites 


No  loss  at  this  time.  Area  is  pending 
further  studv. 


Criteria  0-15:  Wildlife 


No  loss  at  this  time.  Area  is  pending 
further  studv. 


Criterion  16:  Flood  Plains 


Approximately   243   acres   were   dropped 
based   on   the    100-year    flood    plain. 


Criterion  19:  Alluvial  Valley  Floor 


No  loss  at  this  time.  Area  is  pending 
further  study. 


Surface  Owner  Consultation 


2,350  acres  were  dropped  based  on 
negative  surface  owner  views. 


12)   SAND  CREEK  COAL  ARFA 


Criterion  3:   Ruffer  Zones 


Approximately  104  acres  were  dropped 
based  on  public  roads  and  private 
dwellings. 


Criterion  7:   Historic  Lands  &  Sites 


No  loss  at  this  time.  Area  is  pending 
further  studv. 


Criteria  9-15:  Wildlife 


No  loss  at  this  time.  Area  is  pending 
further  study. 


Criterion  19:  Alluvial  Vallev  Floor 


No  loss  at  this  time.  Area  is  pending 
further  study. 


13)   SWEENEY- SNIDER  COAL  ARFA 


Criterion  7;   Historic  Lands  &  Sites 


No  loss  at  this  time.  Area  is  pending 
further  studv. 


Surface  Owner  Consultation 


1,040  acres  were  dropped  based  on 
negative  surface  owner  views. 
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SECTION  <S 

SUPPLEMENT  T0  ^HE  JHLV  1^70 

■PI'TAI,  P01JTV?R  RT.VF.R  UP DATR  REPORT 


This  section  is  a  supplement  to  the  July  1^7^  Update  published  on  the  clve 
coal  areas  of  necker,  Colstrip,  Otter  Creek,  Ashland  (Decker-Birney)  and 
Ashland  (Coalwood").   Tt  is  not  to  be  considered  a  part  of  the  amendment. 
Contained  herein  are  the  application  of  unsuitability  criteria  to  those  areas 
which  were  unsuitable  pending  further  study  —  Otter  Creek,  As hi and -He eke r- 
Mrney  and  Ashland-Coalwood .   Also  shown  are  sone  revisions  in  the  unsuit- 
ability criteria  due  to  information  change^  since  the  July  197H  Update. 

A  wildlife  inventory  lias  been  in  progress  in  the  Otter  Creek  and  Ashland  coal 
fields,  ^ecker-Mrney  Planning  Unit  and  the  Ashland  coal  field,  Coalwood 
Planning  Unit  since  April  1°79.   This  study  was  designed  to  provide  the  RT/* 
with  adequate  information  to  address  the  unsuitability  criteria  as  these  areas 
were  identified  in  July  1070  as  suitable  pending  further  study.   Information 
provided  by  a  preliminary  report   and  conversations  with  the  biologists  ' 
involved  in  the  study  were  used  to  make  exclusions  for  the  unsuitability 
criteria.   Some  field  work  remains  to  be  done  this  summer,  hut  changes  in  the 
exclusions  are  expected  to  be  minor  as  the  majority  of  data  concerning  unsuit- 
ability is  available.   Applications  of  the  criteria  for  those  items  found  to 
apply  over  and  above  those  made  in  July  1^79  are  attached  to  the  following 
decision  statements. 
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UNITED  STATES 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

Name  (MFP) 

Decker-Birney 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

Activity..                n 

minerals 

MANAGEMENT  FRAMEWORK  PLAN 

RECOMMEND  AT  ION -ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Overlay  Reference 
Step  1                        Step  3 

DECISION 


All  federal  coal,  except  for  that  excluded  by  the  unsuitability  criteria 
or  surface  owner  consultation,  in  the  Otter  Creek  coal  field,  Decker- 
Birney  Planning  Unit,  are  determined  to  be  acceptable  for  further 
consideration  for  coal  development.   The  acceptable  areas  total  4,280 
acres  containing  372,897,000  tons  of  coal. 


RATIONALE 

Surface  owner  consultation  and  the  unsuitability  criteria  were  applied 
to  that  portion  of  the  Otter  Creek  coal  field  found  acceptable  in  the 
original  multiple  use  analysis  conducted  in  1974.   The  latest  information 
available  was  used  to  apply  the  criteria  in  the  July  1979  Update.   At 
that  time,  adequate  wildlife  data  was  found  to  be  lacking  and  the  field 
was  determined  to  be  acceptable  pending  further  study.   The  information 
needed  has  been  obtained  and  the  wildlife  criteria  have  now  been  applied. 
Federal,  state  and  local  agencies  and  other  affected  parties  were  contacted 
and  an  open  house  was  held  in  an  effort  to  get  maximum  public  participation 
in  the  process.   Areas  meeting  the  various  criteria  were  delineated  on 
overlays  along  with  the  required  buffer  zones.   In  cases  where  it  was 
applicable,  the  exceptions  to  the  criteria  were  applied.   In  some  instances 
additional  exceptions  may  be  applied  at  a  later  date,  provided  the 
necessary  parties  involved  agree  as  specified  in  the  unsuitability 
criteria.   Specific  recommendations  and  accompanying  rationale  for  each 
criterion  are  attached  to  this  decision  statement.   In  the  Otter  Creek 
coal  field,  five  criteria  were  found  to  be  applicable.   The  five  criteria 
eliminated  286  acres  of  land  and  32,167,000  tons  of  coal.   No  exceptions 
were  applied  in  the  Otter  Creek  area.   Table  6-1  lists  the  acres  unsuitable 
and  tons  of  coal  eliminated  under  each  criterion  and  by  negative  surface 
owner  views.   Total  federal  coal,  federal  coal  eliminated,  and  federal 
coal  acceptable  is  also  shown. 


Note:    Attach  additional  sheets,  if  needed 


[Instructions  on  reverse)  Form  1600—21  (April  1975) 
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-Ashland  Field 


T.  3  S. 


T.4S 


MINERALS  OWNED  BY 
THE  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT 

Symbol  Mineral  Rights 

All  Minerals 


Scale    In     Miles 
Ashland  And  Otter   Creek  Coal    Fields 


I 


T.  5 


Coal  Only 


Oil  and  Gas  Only 


Oil.  Gas,  and  Coal  Only 


Federal  Coal  Acceptable 
for  Further  Consideration 
for  Coal  Development 


□ 


Other 


No  symbol  indicates  no 
Federal  minerals 


Note:      Acquired  and  L.U    mav 

include  term  or  fractional 
interest  for  mineral  shown 
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ASHLAND-OTTER  CREEK  PLANNING 

UPDATE  AREA 
DECKER-BIRNEY  PLANNING  UNIT 
POWDER  RIVER  COUNTY,  MONTANA 


Application  of  Unsuitability  Criteria 
to  the  Otter  Creek  Coal  Area 


Criterion  9.    Federally  Listed  Endangered  Species 

No  threatened  or  endangered  species  have  been  identified  on  the 
Otter  Creek  consideration  area  and  no  areas  were  excluded  under 

this  criteria. 

t 

Criterion  11.   Bald  and  Golden  Eagle  Nests 

3 
One  inactive  golden  eagle  nest  site   has  been  identified  in  the 

consideration  area.   This  nest  appears  to  be  in  good  repair  and 

could  be  reoccupied.   An  initial  buffer  zone  of  96  acres  was 

established  to  protect  the  nest  site.   A  final  determination  of  the 

adequacy  of  the  buffer  zone  for  this  nest  will  be  made  in  June  of 

1980.   This  may  or  may  not  increase  or  decrease  the  size  of  the 

buffer  zone.   An  exception  may  be  applied  to  this  criteria  if:   (1) 

mining  can  be  conditioned  to  preclude  disturbance  of  eagles  during 

nesting/breeding  season,  (2)  golden  eagle  nests  can  be  moved,  or 

(3)  buffer  zones  can  be  decreased  so  that  active  eagle  nests  will 

not  be  affected. 

One  other  golden  eagle  nest  site  has  been  identified  near  the 
consideration  area  but  is  located  over  private  minerals  in  a 
relatively  secure  area,  a  sandstone  cliff.   No  area  was  excluded 
for  this  nest. 

Criterion  13.   Falcon  Cliff  Nesting  Sites 

Three  prairie  falcon  cliff  nesting  sites  have  been  identified  on  or 
near  the  consideration  area  in  areas  of  steep  sandstone  bluffs. 
Two  of  the  nest  sites  are  located  over  private  minerals  where  no 
exclusion  can  be  applied.   The  third  nest  site  is  located  on 
Federal  surface,  approximately  one  fourth  mile  from  the  consideration 
area  boundary.   Fifty- two  acres  were  excluded  to  provide  a  disturbance 
buffer  for  this  nest  site.   The  hunting  territory^  for  this  pair 
appears  to  be  the  Otter  Creek  bottom  which  is  located  outside  the 
area.   No  exclusion  was  made  for  the  hunting  territory.   A  final 
determination  of  the  adequacy  of  the  disturbance  buffer  will  be 
made  in  June  of  1980. 

Criterion  14.   Migratory  Birds 

The  list^  of  "migratory  bird  species  of  high  Federal  interest  on  a 
regional  and  national  level"  has  been  reduced  in  scope  since  the 
July  1979  Update.   Those  species  which  remain  on  the  list  and  have 
been  identified  in  the  area  are  the  golden  eagle  and  the  prairie 
falcon.   Exclusions  were  made  for  these  two  species  in  criteria 
eleven  and  thirteen.   Other  areas  of  high  priority  habitat  have 
been  identified  as  the  sandstone  bluffs.   Since  the  majority  of 
these  bluffs  are  either  outside  the  consideration  area  or  located 
on  Forest  Service  land,  no  exclusion  was  made  as  they  will  not  be 
disturbed. 
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Criterion  15.   State  Resident  Fish  and  Wildlife 

Seven  sharptailed  grouse  leks  have  been  identified  in  the  consideration 

area  and  four  have  been  found  in  adjacent  areas.   Of  the  seven  new 

leks,  only  one  is  located  over  Federal  minerals.   Nineteen  acres  of 

the  consideration  area  were  excluded  to  preserve  this  lek.   At 

least  half  of  the  available  nesting  cover  is  outside  the  consideration 

area. 

Other  species  of  high  interest  to  the  State  of  Montana  are  the 
prairie  falcon  and  golden  eagle  which  were  addressed  in  prior 
criteria  and  the  blacktailed  prairie  dog.   One  small  dog  town  has 
been  identified  over  private  minerals  outside  the  consideration 
area  and  no  exclusion  was  made  for  it. 

Criterion  19.   Alluvial  Valley  Floors 

The  8  acres  (655,000  tons  of  coal)  designated  a  probable  alluvial 
valley  floor  along  Otter  Creek  in  the  1979  Update  are  acceptable 
for  further  consideration  until  more  detailed  studies  are  done  and 
AVF  guidelines  are  finalized.   More  detailed  analysis  to  determine 
final  alluvial  valley  floors  and  contributing  areas  will  be  done 
during  activity  planning  and  prior  to  approval  of  a  permit. 
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■Ashland  Field 
Hill 


MINERALS  OWNED  BY 
THE  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT 

Symbol  Mineral^  Rights 

All  Minerals 

llllp      Coal  Only 

||||s|      Oil  and  Oas  Only 

§Ss||      Oil.  Gas.  and  Coal  Only 


Scale    In     Miles 

Ashland  And  Otter  Creek  Coal  Fields 

Unsuitability  Criteria  Application-New  Data 

(SS>11.  Bald  and  Golden  Eagle  Nests 
^>13.  Falcon  Cliff  Nesting  Sites 
?15.  State  Resident  Fish  and 

Wildlife 
•19.  Preliminary  Alluvial  Valley 
Floors 


T.  3  S. 


T.  4  S 


1 


-N 


T.  5 


□ 


No  symbol  indicates  no 
Federal  minerals 


Note:      Acquired  and  LU    mav 

include  term  or  fractional 
interest  for  mineral  shown 
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ASHLAND-OTTER  CREEK  PLANNING 

UPDATE  AREA 
DECKER-BIRNEY  PLANNING  UNIT 
POWDER  RIVER  COUNTY,  MONTANA 


■Ashland   Field 
Kill 


MINERALS  OWNED  BY 
THE  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT 

Symbol  Mineral  Rights 

All  Minerals 


□ 


Coal  Only 

Oil  and  Lias  Only 

Oil,  Gas.  and  Coal  Only 


No  symbol  indicates  no 
Federal  minerals 


Note:      Acquired  and  L  U    mav 

include  term  or  fractional 
interest  for  mineral  shown 


Scale    In     Miles 
Ashland  And   Otter   Creek  Coal   Fields 

Unsuitability  Criteria  Application 
July  1979  Update  and  New  Data 

•• 1.  Federal  Land  Systems 

3.  Buffer  Zones  Along  Rights- 

of-Way  and  Adjacent  to 
Communities  and  Buildings 
^>11.  Bald  and  Golden  Eagle  Nests, 

•  13.  Falcon  Cliff  Nesting  Sites 
^15.  State  Resident  Fish  and 
Wildlife 
^"^16.  Floodplains 

19.  Preliminary  Alluvial  Valley 

Floors 
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T.  3  S 


T.4S 


T.  5 


ASHLAND-OTTER  CREEK  PLANNING 

UPDATE  AREA 
DECKER-BIRNEY  PLANNING  UNIT 
POWDER  RIVER  COUNTY,  MONTANA 


Table  6-1 
OTTER  CREEK  COAL  FIELD 

Application  of  Unsuitability  Criteria 
and 
Surface  Owner  Consultation 


Acreage 

Tonnage 

Total  Fede: 

ral 

Coal 

5, 

,021 

439, 384, 0( 

Unsuitabil. 
Criterion 

ity 

Acreage 
Unsuitable 

Tonnage 
Eliminated 

Exception 
Applied 

1 

119 

12,985,000 

No 

1 
11 

96 

11,151,000 

No 

2 
13 

52 

6,040,000 

No 

153 

19 

2,174,000 

No 

16 

8 

746,000 

No 

194 

0 

0 

No 

Total  federal  coal 
deleted  by  unsuit- 
ability criteria 


286 


32,167,000 


Total  federal  coal  after  application 
of  unsuitability  criteria 

Federal  coal  deleted  by  negative 
surface  owner  views 

Federal  coal  acceptable  for 
further  consideration 


Acreage 


4,735 


455 


4,280 


Tonnage 
407,217,000 
34,320,000 
372,897,000 


Golden  eagle  nest  delineated  after  final  MFP  Update  was  printed. 
"Prairie  falcon  nest  delineated  after  final  MFP  Update  was  printed. 

Sharptail  lek  delineated  after  final  MFP  Update  was  printed. 

I  .  . 

Revised  figure  deletes  a  preliminary  Alluvial  Valley  Floor  of  8  acres 

containing  655,000  tons  of  coal.   Alluvial  Valley  Floor  designation  was 

deferred  pending  more  detailed  studies. 

In  some  instances  criteria  overlapped  and  consequently  eliminated  the 
same  area  more  than  once.   This  duplication  was  recognized  and  accounted 
for  in  the  total. 
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UNITED  STATES 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT  FRAMEWORK  PLAN 

RECOMMEND  AT  ION -ANALYSIS-DECISION 


Name  (MFP) 

Decker-Ri  rney 


Activity 

Minerals 


Overlay  Reference 
Step  1  Step  3 


DECISION 


All  federal  coal,  except  for  that  excluded  by  the  unsuitability  criteria 
or  surface  owner  consultation,  in  the  Ashland  (Decker-Birney)  coal 
field,  Decker-Birney  Planning  Unit,  are  determined  to  be  acceptable  for 
further  consideration  for  coal  development.   The  acceptable  areas  total 
1,909  acres  containing  207,957,000  tons  of  coal. 


RATIONALE 


Surface  owner  consultation  and  the  unsuitability  criteria  were  applied 
to  that  portion  of  the  Ashland  (Decker-Birney)  coal  field  found  acceptable 
in  the  original  multiple  use  analysis  conducted  in  1974.   The  latest 
information  available  was  used  to  apply  the  criteria  in  the  July  1979 
Update.   At  that  time,  adequate  wildlife  data  was  found  to  be  lacking 
and  the  field  was  determined  to  be  acceptable  pending  further  study. 
The  information  needed  has  been  obtained  and  the  wildlife  criteria  have 
now  been  applied.   Federal,  state  and  local  agencies  and  other  affected 
parties  were  contacted  and  an  open  house  was  held  in  an  effort  to  get 
maximum  public  participation  in  the  process.   Areas  meeting  the  various 
criteria  were  delineated  on  overlays  along  with  the  required  buffer 
zones.   In  cases  where  it  was  applicable,  the  exceptions  to  the  criteria 
were  applied.   In  some  instances  additional  exceptions  may  be  applied  at 
a  later  date  provided  the  necessary  parties  involved  agree  as  specified 
in  the  unsuitability  criteria.   Specific  recommendations  and  accompanying 
rationale  for  each  criterion  are  attached  to  this  decision  statement. 
In  the  Ashland  (Decker-Birney)  coal  field,  one  criterion  was  found  to  be 
applicable.   The  criterion  eliminated  114  acres  of  land  and  12,038,000 
tons  of  coal.   There  were  no  exceptions  applied  in  the  Ashland  (Decker- 
Birney)  tract.   Table  6-2  lists  the  acres  unsuitable  and  tons  of  coal 
eliminated  under  each  criterion.   Total  federal  coal,  federal  coal 
eliminated,  and  federal  coal  acceptable  is  also  shown. 


Note:    Attach  additional  sheets,  if  needed 


(Instructions  on  reverse) 
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Form  1600-21  (April  1975) 


Application  of  Unsuitability  Criteria 
to  the  Ashland  (Decker-Birney)  Coal  Area 


Criterion  9.    Federally  Listed  Endangered  Species 

No  threatened  or  endangered  species  have  been  identified  on  the 
Ashland  (Decker-Birney)  area.   The  Forest  Service-3  investigated  the 
possible  occurrence  of  black-footed  ferret  on  dog  towns  located 
within  the  forest  boundaries  and  some  evidence  of  ferrets  was  found 
(plugged  burrows  and  trenches) .   No  such  evidence  was  found  on  the 
dog  town  located  in  the  consideration  area.2   Since  there  is  no 
habitat  determined  to  be  of  essential  value  where  T/E  species  have 
been  scientifically  documented,  no  areas  were  excluded  under  this 
criterion . 

Criterion  13.   Falcon  Cliff  Nesting  Sites 

Prairie  falcons  have  been  identified  as  nesting  on  the  sandstone 
cliffs  south  of  the  consideration  area  but  no  nesting  has  occurred 
within  a  mile  and  one-half  of  the  Ashland  (Decker-Birney)  area. 
The  prairie  dog  town  which  may  have  been  part  of  a  falcon  hunting 
territory,  was  poisoned  this  spring  and  no  longer  may  furnish  prey 
species.    No  area  was  excluded  for  this  criteria. 

Criterion  14.   Migratory  Birds 

4 
The  list   of  "migratory  bird  species  of  high  Federal  interest  on  a 

regional  and  national  level"  has  been  reduced  in  scope  since  the 

July  1979  Update  was  published.   Those  species  which  remain  on  the 

list  and  have  been  identified  in  the  area  are  the  golden  eagle  and 

the  prairie  falcon  which  do  nest  in  the  Otter  Creek  drainage.   No 

high  priority  habitat  for  these  species  has  been  identified  in  the 

consideration  area  and  no  areas  were  excluded.   A  third  species 

which  has  been  seen  on  the  prairie  dog  town  in  the  area  is  the 

burrowing  owl.   Since  the  town  in  which  it  was  seen  has  been  poisoned 

and  several  dog  towns  exist  on  adjacent  Forest  Service  land,  no 

areas  were  excluded  for  this  species. 

Criterion  15.   State  Resident  Fish  and  Wildlife 

Three  sharptailed  grouse  dancing  grounds  (leks)  have  been  identified 
in  the  consideration  area.   Two  of  these  leks  are  located  over 
private  minerals  where  no  exclusion  could  be  made.   The  third  lek 
for  which  an  exclusion  was  made  in  the  July  1979  Update  had  up  to 
35  males   in  attendance  this  spring  (1980).   An  additional  84  acres 
(12,038,000  tons  of  coal)  were  excluded  for  this  lek  as  there  was 
an  apparent  mistake  made  in  locating  the  site  last  year.   The  total 
exclusion  made  to  preserve  the  lek  and  a  portion  of  the  available 
nesting  cover  is  114  acres. 

The  suspected  sage  grouse  lek  identified  in  the  July  1979  Update 
was  never  found  to  exist  and  no  area  was  excluded. 
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Other  species  of  high  interest  to  the  State  of  Montana  which  have 
been  identified  in  the  area  are  the  golden  eagle  (see  Criterion 
11) ,  prairie  falcon  (see  Criterion  13) ,  burrowing  owl  and  blacktailed 
prairie  dog.   These  two  species  were  addressed  in  Criterion  14. 

Criterion  19.   Alluvial  Valley  Floors 

The  40  acres  (4,224,000  tons  of  coal)  designated  probable  alluvial 
valley  floors  along  Otter  and  Home  Creek  in  the  1979  Update  are 
acceptable  for  further  consideration  until  more  detailed  studies 
are  done  and  AVF  guidelines  are  finalized.   More  detailed  analysis 
to  determine  final  alluvial  valley  floors  and  contributing  areas 
will  be  done  during  activity  planning  and  prior  to  approval  of  a 
permit.   The  valley  floor  for  three  miles  along  Threemile  Creek  has 
been  identified  preliminarily  as  an  alluvial  valley  floor  based  on 
new  land  use  information.  ''   No  areas  were  excluded  at  this  time 
due  to  lack  of  detailed  studies  and  final  AVF  guidelines. 
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Table  6-2 
ASHLAND  (DECKER-BIRNEY) 

Application  of  Unsuitability  Criteria 
and 
Surface  Owner  Consultation 


Acreage 

Tonnage 

Total  Federal 

Coal 

2, 

,023 

219,995,000 

Unsuitabil. 

Lty 

Acreage 

Tonnage 

Exception 

Criterion 

Unsuitable 

Eliminated 

Applied 

is2 

114 

12,038,000 

No 

193 

0 

0 

No 

Total  federal  coal 
deleted  by  unsuit- 
ability criteria       114 


12,038,000 


Acreage 


Tonnage 


Total  federal  coal  after  application 
of  unsuitability  criteria 


1,909 


207,957,000 


Federal  coal  deleted  by  negative 
surface  owner  views 


Federal  coal  acceptable  for 
further  consideration 


1,909 


207,957,000 


Includes  all  Federal  coal  in  Knobloch  bed. 

'Revised  total  adds  84  acres  totalling  8,870,000  tons  to  area  under  Criterion  15. 
Includes  sharptail  lek  habitat  delineated  after  final  MFP  update  was  printed. 

Revised  figure  deletes  a  preliminary  Alluvial  Valley  Floor  of  40  acres  containing 
4,224,000  tons  of  coal.   Alluvial  Valley  Floor  designation  was  deferred  pending 
more  detailed  studies. 
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UNITED  STATES 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT  FRAMEWORK  PLAN 

RECOMMEND  AT  ION -ANALYSIS-DECISION 


Name  (MFP) 

Coal wood 


Activity 

Minerals 


Overlay  Reference 
Step  1  Step  3 


DECISION 

All  federal  coal,  except  for  that  excluded  by  the  unsuitability  criteria 
or  surface  owner  consultation,  in  the  Ashland  coal  field,  Coalwood 
Planning  Unit,  are  determined  to  be  acceptable  for  further  consideration 
for  coal  development.   The  acceptable  areas  total  1,671  acres  containing 
149,911,000  tons  of  coal. 


RATIONALE 

Surface  owner  consultation  and  the  unsuitability  criteria  were  applied 
to  that  portion  of  the  Ashland  coal  field  found  acceptable  in  the 
original  multiple  use  analysis  conducted  in  1974.   The  latest  informa- 
tion available  was  used  to  apply  the  criteria  in  the  July  1979  Update. 
At  that  time,  adequate  wildlife  data  was  found  to  be  lacking  and  the 
field  was  determined  to  be  acceptable  pending  further  study.   The  infor- 
mation needed  has  been  obtained  and  the  wildlife  criteria  have  now  been 
applied.   Federal,  state  and  local  agencies  and  other  affected  parties 
were  contacted  and  an  open  house  was  held  in  an  effort  to  get  maximum 
public  participation  in  the  process.   Areas  meeting  the  various  criteria 
were  delineated  on  overlays  along  with  the  required  buffer  zones.   In 
cases  where  it  was  applicable,  the  exceptions  to  the  criteria  were 
applied.   In  some  instances  additional  exceptions  may  be  applied  at  a 
later  date  provided  the  necessary  parties  involved  agree  as  specified  in 
the  unsuitability  criteria.   Specific  recommendations  and  accompanying 
rationale  for  each  criterion  are  attached  to  this  decision  statement. 
In  the  Ashland  coal  field,  only  one  criterion  was  found  to  be  applicable. 
The  criterion  eliminated  744  acres  of  land  and  75,243,000  tons  of  coal. 
No  exceptions  were  applied  in  the  Ashland  (Coalwood)  area.   Table  6-3 
lists  the  acres  unsuitable  and  tons  of  coal  eliminated  under  the  cri- 
teria, and  by  negative  surface  owner  views.   Total  federal  coal,  federal 
coal  eliminated,  and  federal  coal  acceptable  is  also  shown. 


Note:    Attach  additional  sheets,  if  needed 


(Instructions  on  reverse)  6     13 


Form  1600-21  (April  1975) 


R.  44  E. 


R.  45  E. 


T.  2  S. 


T.  3  S. 


MINERALS  OWNED  BY 
THE  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT 

Symbol  Mineral  Rights 

All  Minerals 


Scale    In     Miles 
ASHLAND   COAL   FIELD 


D 


Coal  Only 


Oil  and  Gas  Only 


Oil.  Gas.  and  Coal  Only 


Other 


No  symbol  indicates  no 
Federal  minerals 


Note:     Acquired  and  L.U    may 

include  term  or  fractional 
interest  for  mineral  shown 


Federal  Coal  Acceptable 
for  Further  Consideration 
for  Coal  Leasing 
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ASHLAND  PLANNING  UPDATE  AREA 
COALWOOD  PLANNING  UNIT 
POWDER  RIVER  COUNTY ,  MONTANA 


Application  of  Unsuitability  Criteria 
to  the  Ashland  (Coalwood)  Coal  Area 


Criterion  9.    Federally  Listed  Endangered  Species 

No  threatened  or  endangered  species  have  been  identified  on  the 
Ashland  (Coalwood)  area,  therefore  no  areas  were  excluded  under 
this  criteria. 

Criterion  10.   State  Listed  Endangered  Species 

The  Montana  listing  of  endangered  species  is  the  same  as  the 
Federal  listing.   Since  none  were  identified,  no  areas  were 
excluded. 

Criterion  11.   Bald  and  Golden  Eagle  Nests 

One  golden  eagle  nest  site  has  been  located,  and  is  active  this 
spring  (1980) .   This  site  is  about  one-fourth  mile  outside  the 
consideration  area  south  of  highway  212.   The  nest  tree  is  in  a 
steep  drainage  which  provides  good  protection  from  disturbance, 
therefore  no  exclusion  was  made. 

Criterion  12.   Bald  and  Golden  Eagle  Roost  and  Concentration  Areas 

No  roost  or  concentration  areas  have  been  identified  in  the  con- 
sideration area,  therefore  no  exclusions  were  made. 

Criterion  13.   Falcon  Cliff  Nesting  Sites 

Prairie  falcons  have  been  found  nesting  along  Otter  Creek  but  no 
nesting  has  been  observed  on  or  near  the  consideration  area.   Since 
the  criterion  was  found  not  to  apply,  no  exclusions  were  made. 

Criterion  14.   Migratory  Birds 

The  list^  of  "migratory  bird  species  of  high  Federal  interest  on  a 
regional  and  national  level"  has  been  reduced  in  scope  since  the 
July  1979  Update  was  published.   Those  species  which  remain  on  the 
list  and  have  been  identified  in  the  area  are  the  golden  eagle  and 
the  prairie  falcon.   The  golden  eagle  was  addressed  in  criterion  11 
and  the  prairie  falcon  in  criterion  13. 

Criterion  15.   State  Resident  Fish  and  Wildlife 

The  one  sharptail  grouse  dancing  ground  identified  in  1979  ap- 
parently split  into  two  separate  leks  in  spring  of  1980. 2   An 
additional  26  acres  were  excluded  to  protect  the  largest  of  the 
leks  where  male  attendance  ranged  up  to  approximately  55  indi- 
viduals.  A  third  lek  was  also  identified  on  the  consideration  area 
and  448  acres  were  excluded  to  protect  the  lek  and  the  nesting 
habitat.   Attendance  at  this  lek  was  up  to  24  males.2   If  it  can  be 
shown  that  mining  or  certain  stipulated  methods  of  mining  would  not 
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disturb  a  significant  portion  of  the  limited  nesting  habitat  on 
this  plateau  and  that  reclamation  would  provide  suitable  post- 
mining  habitat  for  sharptailed  grouse,  these  areas  could  be  con- 
sidered for  leasing. 

Other  species  of  high  interest  to  the  State  of  Montana  which  have 
been  identified  on  the  area  are  the  golden  eagle  and  prairie 
falcon,  both  of  which  were  addressed  in  previous  criteria. 
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R.  44  E. 


R.  45  E. 


T.  2  S. 


T.  3  S. 


MINERALS  OWNED  BY 
THE  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT 

Symbol  Mineral  Rights 

All  Minerals 


Seal*    In     Mil** 
ASHLAND   COAL   FIELD 


m 


Coal  Only 


Oil  and  Gas  Only 


Oil,  Gas,  and  Coal  Only 


Other 


□ 


No  symbol  indicates  no 
Federal  minerals 


Note:      Acquired  and  L.U.  may 

include  term  or  fractional 
interest  for  mineral  shown 


Unsuitability  Criteria  Application-New  Data 


15.  State  Resident  Fish  and 
Wildlife 
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ASHLAND  PLANNING  UPDATE  AREA 
COALWOOD  PLANNING  UNIT 
POWDER  RIVER  COUNTY ,  MONTANA 


R.  44  E. 


R.  45  E. 


T.  2  S 


-N- 


T.  3  S. 


MINERALS  OWNED  BY 
THE  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT 
Symbol  Mineral  Rights 

All  Minerals 


Scol*    In     Milt* 
ASHLAND   COAL   FIELD 


mm 

mm 


Coal  Only 


Oil  and  Gas  Only 


Oil.  Gas.  and  Coal  Only 


=5=      Other 


D 


No  symbol  indicates  no 
Federal  minerals 


Note:     Acquired  and  L.U.  may 

include  term  or  fractional 
interest  for  mineral  shown 


Unsuitability  Criteria  Application 
July  1979  Update  and  New  Data 


15.  State  Resident  Fish  and 
Wildlife 
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ASHLAND  PLANNING  UPDATE  AREA 
COALWOOD  PLANNING  UNIT 
POWDER  RIVER  COUNTY ,  MONTANA 


Table  6-3 
ASHLAND  (COALWOOD)  COAL  FIELD 

Application  of  Unsuitability  Criteria 

and 

Surface  Owner  Consultation 


Total  Federal  Coal" 


Acreage 
2,570 


Tonnage 
242,783,000 


Unsuitability 
Criterion 

152 


Acreage 
Unsuitable 

731 


Tonnage 

Eliminated 

75,243,000 


Exception 

Applied 


No 


Total  federal  coal 
deleted  by  unsuit- 
ability criteria       731 


75,243,000 


Total  federal  coal  after  application 
of  unsuitability  criteria 


Acreage 


1,839 


Tonnage 


167,540,000 


Federal  coal  deleted  by  negative 
surface  owner  views 


343 


35,184,000 


Federal  coal  acceptable  for~ 
further  consideration 


1,671 


149,911,000 


■'■Revised  figure  more  accurately  delineates  coal  thickness  and  extent  in 
Knobloch  and  Sawyer  beds. 

2 Revised  total  adds  474  acres  of  sharptail  lek  habitat  underlain  by  47,728,000 
tons  of  coal  to  area  delineated  in  MFP  Update. 

In  some  instances  unsuitability  criteria  and  negative  surface  owner  views 
overlapped  and  consequently  eliminated  the  same  area  more  than  once.   This 
duplication  was  recognized  and  accounted  for  in  the  acreage  and  tonnage 
found  acceptable  for  further  consideration. 
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UNITED  STATES 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

Name  (MFP) 

South   Rosebud 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

Activity 

Minerals 

MANAGEMENT  FRAMEWORK  PLAN 

RECOMMEND  AT  ION -ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Overlay  Reference 
Step  1                        Step  3 

DECISION 

All  federal  coal,  except  for  that  excluded  by  the  unsuitability  criteria 
or  surface  owner  consultation,  in  the  Colstrip  coal  field,  South  Rosebud 
Planning  Unit,  are  determined  to  be  acceptable  for  further  consideration 
for  coal  development.  The  acceptable  areas  total  3,792  acres  containing 
160,172,000  tons  of  coal. 


RATIONALE 

Surface  owner  consultation  and  the  unsuitability  criteria  were  applied 
to  that  portion  of  the  Colstrip  coal  field  found  acceptable  in  the 
original  multiple  use  analysis  conducted  in  1975.   The  criteria  were 
applied  using  the  latest  information  available.   Federal,  state  and 
local  agencies  and  other  affected  parties  were  contacted  and  an  open 
house  was  held  in  an  effort  to  get  maximum  public  participation  in  the 
process.   Areas  meeting  the  various  criteria  were  delineated  on  overlays 
along  with  the  required  buffer  zones.   In  cases  where  it  was  applicable, 
the  exceptions  to  the  criteria  were  applied.   Specific  recommendations 
and  accompanying  rationale  for  each  criterion  are  attached  to  this 
decision  statement.   In  the  Colstrip  coal  field,  two  criteria  were  found 
to  be  applicable.   The  two  criteria  eliminated  38  acres  of  land  and 
1,605,000  tons  of  coal.   After  the  exceptions  to  the  coal  were  applied, 
22  acres  and  929,000  tons  of  coal  were  eliminated.   Table  6-4  lists  the 
acres  unsuitable  and  tons  of  coal  eliminated  under  each  criterion,  both 
before  and  after  any  exceptions  were  applied.   Total  federal  coal, 
federal  coal  eliminated  and  federal  coal  acceptable  are  also  listed. 


Note:    Attach  additional  sheets,  if  needed 


struclions  on  reverse)  "    ^" 


Form  1600-21  (April  1975) 


Application  of  Unsuitability  Criteria 
to  the  Colstrip  Coal  Area 


Criterion  1.    Federal  Land  Systems 

Section  4,  T.  IN.,  R.  40  E.  is  withdrawn  for  a  Naval  Coal  Reserve. 
Approximately  493  acres  of  this  section  lie  within  the  study  area. 
The  493  acres  originally  found  unsuitable  are  now  determined  to  be 
acceptable  for  further  consideration  pending  final  disposition  of 
the  withdrawal. 
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TABLE  6-4 
COLSTRIP  COAL  FIELD 

Application  of  Unsuitability  Criteria 
and 
Surface  Owner  Consultation 


Acreage 

Tonnage 

Total  Federal 

Coal 

3,916 

165,410,000 

Unsuitability 

Acreage 

Tonnage 

Exception 

Criterion 

Unsuitable 

Eliminated 

Applied 

I1 

0 

0 

No 

3 

16 

676,000 

Yes 

15 

22 

929,000 

No 

Total  federal 

coal 

deleted  by  unsuit- 

ability criteria 

22 

929,000 

Total  federal  coal  after  application 
of  unsuitability  criteria 


Acreage 


3,894 


Tonnage 


164,481,000 


Federal  coal  deleted  by  negative 
surface  owner  views 


102 


4,309,000 


Federal  coal  acceptable  for  further 
consideration  for  leasing  pending 
final  disposition  of  the  withdrawal 


3,792 


160,172,000 


1493  acres  containing  20,824,000  tons  of  Rosebud  coal  were  declared  unsuitable 
as  a  Naval  Coal  Reserve  in  the  MFP  Update,  but  are  now  considered  acceptable 
for  further  consideration  pending  final  disposition  of  the  withdrawal. 


6-22 


U-' 
<    < 

c  c 

CJ    d 


I 


E- 

< 

E- 


o. 

o; 
ft' 

E- 

< 


0) 
(3 


cC     > 
5-i    TT 


4-' 

01 

3 

CO 

c 

t; 

4-) 

p 

Oi 

•H 

co 

c 

o 

tO 

t 

cj 

c 

v- 

<- 

o 

0) 

cj  x 

I— I  4-1 

C     O     3 


r-l  S-. 

CC  3 

5-  Ci. 

o 

'C  5-1 

0)  o 


P=-    M-<    p. 


c 
o 

CU    -H 


cC 


4-'  0) 

c_  -c 

cu  >h 

cj  to 

a  c 

<  o 

CJ 

03  5-< 

C  CU 

cj  X 


cC     3 


0) 

t: 

0) 

(x. 

T7 

CU 

4J 

QJ 

i— 1 

>■* 

CU 

4-1 

J-i 

P 

•iH 

a 

i—i 

4-1 

H 

•H 

IM 

cC 

X 

< 

c 

TO 

N^' 

CJ 

4J 

«H 

cC 

1— 1 

3 

•H 

CC 

a 

5j 

S- 

c 

CD 

0! 

E"~ 

4-' 

t: 

•H 

a 

>^ 

S~ 

t  X   u   t 


o    o> 

4J     O 

O'     CO 


CD     5- 

C     3 

cx 


CC 

c 
cj 


>  3 

4J  -H 

toe 

cu  5- 

2r  o 

>  I 

t-  x  c 


CC 
Oi 
QJ 


I        I       I       I 
I       I       I       I 


I       I       I 


o 

C 

c 

c 

c 

c 

C 

c 

c 

e 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

«* 

•\ 

•* 

*■ 

r-» 

r~- 

i-H 

c 

h> 

c 

u~. 

1— 1 

r- 

en 

a 

c 

c 

?— i 

c 

#* 

^ 

r. 

+• 

CM 

r-> 

c> 

c 

c 

r~- 

c 

<r 

vC 

a 

f 

CN 

•— < 

1—1 

CC 

c 

c 

•—I 

CM 

CN 

CC 

c 

I-- 

a 

LT, 

CN 

c 

vC 

r^ 

VC 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

» 

*■ 

^ 

*• 

^ 

r~^ 

oc 

c- 

oc 

r-« 

vC 

c~ 

•o- 

c- 

r~- 

■ — i 

c 

CN 

c- 

o~ 

•* 

#t 

•s 

•* 

cn 

CN. 

u~ 

vC 

c 

en 

— 

r- 

■— i 

CN 

vc  <r  — '  — 
oc  •-!  en  c 
r    t—  r~-  <r 


c 
c 
c 


c  c 
c  c 

c  c 


c     i    <r  c 

CN      I     OC    C 


en 


a: 

ir 

<«".    CN 

c 

01 

LT 

l    <r  c 

c 

s^ 

-Jf 

1    e-   ^ 

c 

o 

< 

e<- 


C 

c 
c 

o~ 
OC 


o 

c 

^ 

5 

< 

iH 

E- 

^-v 

CC 

C 

A' 

cc 

c 

E- 

a 

C 

CJ 

cu 

s^ 

•^^ 

p 

a 

CJ 

TT 

t: 

•H 

C 

c 

»-i 

^ 

rt 

CO 

4-1 

cu 

i-H 

iH 

to 

4-1 

X 

X 

iH 

4-J 

CC 

CC 

O 

c 

< 

< 

CJ 

0) 


to 

p 

CC 

i—i 

5 

a 

3 

c 

•H 

o 

•m' 

4-1 

4-1 

o 

CO 

c 

CJ 

•H 

<D 

i-l 

U 

c 

0) 

2 

& 

■c 

J^ 

to 

a 

•H 

•H 

-C 

X 

E-- 

4-J 
4-J 

• 

QJ 

to 

Oi 

CC 

<4-4 

CU 

u 

L^, 

CC 

• 

c 

c 

0) 

o 

CO 

E 

•1-1 

X 

cC 

4J 

4-1 

to 

CO 

U 

to 

o 

Oi 

to 

j: 

T 

QJ 

4-) 

•H 

to 

i-H 

-c 

3 

to 

0) 

O 

E 

4J 

a 

cO 

CC 

cu 

c 

u 

to 

•H 

o 

E 

X 

1—1 

•H 

4-J 

cC 

i— 1 

>-l 

c 

0) 

3 
14-i 

CJ 

to 

5 

U 

• 

QJ 

O 

o 

•H 

14-1 

5-i 

> 

CJ 

0) 

ca 

>-i 

i—f 

^^ 

O 

X 

to 

| 

CO 

3 

4J 

O 

o 

o> 

4-J 

OJ 

CJ 

c 

CJ 

o 

vC 

CO 

CO 

r^ 

lt-i 

•* 

»-4 

X' 

r— 1 

3 

3 

to 

3 

£ 

O 

c 

T3 

4-1 

C 

*c 

CO 

O 

cu 

bit 

to 

cc 

cC 

cC 

•H 

cu 

X 

P 

t-l 

O 

CJ 

o 

4-J 

CO 

5j 

•H 

CO 

»-( 

0) 

CJ 

X 

O 

4-1 

4-1 

>-. 

cC 

4-1 

3 

T 

•H 

*r-i 

CI 

iH 

3 

•H 

5-4 

4= 

O 

co 

CO 

4-1 

•H 

4-1 

X 

•H 

t: 

4-' 

3 

o 

to 

4-> 

C 

C 

c 

•H 

3 

3 

c 

T 

^ 

CJ 

CU 

to 

CJ 

to 

• 

o 

cO 

3 

to 

CJ 

c 

C 

t 

CO 

o 

CC 

3 

QJ 

•r-t 

4-1 

CO 

4-> 

4-J 

to 

CC 

ccj 

c 

T 

E 

»H 

•H 

O 

•H 

3 

N 

4-1 

CJ 

o 

•H 

CO 

iH 

E 

3 

QJ 

CC 

•  •   o 

W 

CJ 

[x-     to 

c 

rH 

E- 

CJ 

CC 

0) 

C     C 

0) 

c 

4= 

&.    HI 

5-i 

CJ 

4-J 

6-2  3 


Criterion 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

in 

n 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

TARLF,  6-6 

^Acreages  and  Tons  of  Federal  Coal 
Eliminated  by  Each  Unsuitability  Criterion 
After  Exceptions  Were  Applied 


Acreage  Tons 

119  12,^85,000 

n  o 

o  o 

o  o 

o  o 

o  o 

o  o 

o  o 

o  o 

o  o 

96  11,151,000 

0  0 

52  6,040,000 

0  0 

886  90,384,000 

8  746,000 

0  0 

0  0 

0  0 

o  n 


TOTAL  1,161  121,306,000 

*   Including  revisions  to  1079  Update 


6-24 


REFERENCES 


1.  Martin,  Pete.   1980.   Otter  Creek,  Prairie  Dog  Creek,  and  Hanging 
Woman  Creek  Wildlife  Baseline  Study  Interior  Report.   USDI/BLM  and 
Montana  Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife  and  Parks. 

2.  Personal  communications  with  Pete  Martin,  Biologist,  Montana  Depart- 
ment of  Fish,  Wildlife  and  Parks. 

3.  Personal  communication  with  Kriste  DuBois,  Biologist,  Montana  Depart- 
ment of  Fish,  Wildlife  and  Parks. 

4.  USDI/BLM.   1979.   Instruction  Memorandum  No.  80126.   Unsuitability 
Criterion  14  Guidelines  for  the  Powder  River  Coal  Production  Region. 
USDI/BLM,  Washington,  D.C. 

5.  Burgess,  Kimberly.   1978.   A  Survey  of  Prairie  Dog  Towns.   Custer 
National  Forest,  Northern  Region,  USFS. 

6.  State  of  Montana,  Department  of  Natural  Resources  and  Conservation, 
Water  Resources  Division,  Helena,  Montana.   1970.   Maps,  Irrigable  Lands, 

7.  Yellowstone-Tongue  Areawide  Planning  Organization.   1978.   Land  Use 
Maps. 


6-25 


SECTION  7 

STATUS  OF  FEDERAL  COAL  AFTER  1^80  AMENDMENT 
AND  REVISION  OF  JULY  1079  TIPDATF!  RRPORT 


Table  7-1  is  presented  here  to  show  the  overall  effects  of  the  two  additional 
constraints,  unsuitability  criteria  and  surface  owner  views,  placed  on  the 
original  MFPs.   These  constraints  were  applied  in  the  July  1°79  Update  Report 
as  supplemented  by  this  publication  and  the  1080  Amendment.   Tables  2-15  and 
6-5  show  the  separate  applications  of  the  constraints  for  the  two  separate 
reports. 
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SECTION  8 

INTERRELATIONS  WITH  OTHER  PLANS 

Other  Federal  Coal  Plans,  Land  Use  Plans  and  Other  Activity  Plans 

It  is  the  intent  and  objective  of  the  BLM  in  Montana  and  other  states  to 
prepare  or  update  land  use  plans  or  analyses  on  all  of  the  high  or  moderate 
potential  federal  coal  reserves.  The  Miles  City  District  Office  has  presently 
completed  MFP  amendments  and  an  update  for  portions  of  Powder  River,  Custer, 
Big  Horn,  Treasure  and  Rosebud  Counties.   These  MFP  amendments  in  the  Powder 
River  Resource  Area  identify  additional  areas  "acceptable  for  further  consi- 
deration for  leasing,"  "areas  acceptable  for  further  consideration  pending 
further  study,"  and  will  lead  into  the  activity  plans  (currently  scheduled  to 
begin  in  mid-1980),  the  Powder  River  Regional  Coal  Environmental  Statement, 
and  lead  to  sales  in  108?. 

The  entire  Powder  River  Resource  Area  will  be  the  planning  area  for  a  combined 
land  use  plan  and  environmental  statement  (a  Resource  Management  Plan/ES) 
which  is  to  be  completed  by  September  1084.   This  plan  will  include  the 
federal  coal  lands  review  process  on  additional  federal  coal  and  will  incor- 
porate any  new  inventory  information  in  areas  already  subjected  to  the  coal 
lands  "screening  process"  in  1979-1080. 

The  BLM  Casper  District  of  the  Wyoming  State  Office  completed  the  Highlight 
Review  Area,  and  concurrently  with  the  Miles  City  District  amendments,  a  land 
use  plan  for  the  Gillette  Review  Area.   Close  coordination  has  been  maintained 
with  the  Casper  Oistrict  throughout  the  development  of  both  plans  to  insure 
continuity  between  the  two  District  programs.   Lands  and  resources  addressed 
in  these  plans  will  be  included  in  the  Northern  Powder  River  Coal  Environmen- 
tal Statement  and  activity  plan  scheduled  to  begin  in  1980. 

In  September  1979  the  Redwater  MFP  in  the  Big  Dry  Resource  Area  was  completed 
for  all  or  portions  of  Wibaux,  Dawson,  Richland  and  McCone  Counties.   The 
Dickinson  BLM  District  Office  in  North  Dakota  completed  a  land  use  plan  on 
Golden  Valley  County,  North  Dakota,  concurrently  with  the  Redwater  MFP.   Both 
plans  will  be  a  portion  of  the  information  available  to  evaluate  the  much 
larger  Fort  Union  Coal  Region  of  eastern  Montana  and  western  North  Dakota. 

The  balance  of  the  Big  Dry  Resource  Area  will  be  analyzed  in  the  Jordan/North 
Rosebud  and  New  Prairie  MFPs .   These  plans  are  scheduled  for  completion  by 
mid-1081  and  will  address  BLM  surface  and  subsurface  resources  in  all  (or 
portions  of)  Garfield,  Rosebud,  Custer,  Prairie  and  Fallon  Counties.   A  Big 
Dry  Range  Management  (vegetation  allocation)  Environmental  Statement  will 
follow  and  be  completed  by  September  1082.   The  environmental  statement  will 
discuss  alternative  vegetative  allocations  for  the  Redwater  planning  area  as 
well  as  the  Jordan/North  Rosebud  and  New  Prairie  MFPs. 

A  Grazing  Environmental  Statement  lias  been  prepared  for  the  Missouri  Breaks 
portion  of  Miles  City  and  Lewistown  District  Offices  of  the  Montana  BLM.   The 
environmental  statement  became  final  on  October  15,  1079.   Decisions  reached 
in  the  Redwater  Plan  are  consistent  with  those  discussed  in  the  Missouri 
Breaks  Environmental  Statement. 
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The  Crow  and  Northern  Cheyenne  Indian  Reservations  lie  adjacent  to  the  plan- 
ning areas.  Neither  reservation  has  completed  comprehensive  land  use  plans. 
Some  haseli.ne  inventories  have  been  completed  or  are  underway  on  both  reser- 
vations. These  studies  are  the  result  of  interest  in  coal  and  oil  and  gas 
exploration.  To  the  extent  possible,  BLM  land  use  planning  will  continue  to 
coordinate  with  both  the  Crow  and  Northern  Cheyenne  Tribes  to  insure 
compatibility  with  their  plans. 

P.L.  95-341,  the  Native  American  Religious  Freedoms  Act,  requires  the  BLM  to 
take  special  action  "to  ensure  that  the  exercise  of  religious  freedoms  of  the 
Native  Americans  is  not  infringed  upon."   Communications  with  the  Crow  and 
Cheyenne  Tribes  have  resulted  in  no  known  sacred  sites  in  the  planning  area. 

The  U.S.  Forest  Service,  Ashland  Division,  Custer  National  Forest  reviewed  the 
MFP  update  and  amendment  draft.   No  conflicts  were  found  between  the  Powder 
River  plans  and  the  Ashland  Land  Management  Plan  for  the  forest. 

Big  Horn,  Treasure,  Custer,  Powder  River  and  Rosebud  Counties  have  completed 
comprehensive  plans  for  their  areas,  including  the  amendment  areas.   A  Water 
Quality  Management  Plan  has  been  prepared  by  the  Yellowstone-Tongue  Areawide 
Planning  Organization  under  a  Section  "208"  grant  from  the  U.S.  Environmental 
Protection  Agency.  The  Missouri  River  Basin  Commission  included  the  amendment 
areas  in  their  Yellowstone  River  Basin  and  Adjacent  Coal  Area  Level  B  Study. 
The  Powder  River  Amendment  decisions  are  consistent  with  all  these  planning 
efforts. 
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SECTION  0 

ACTIONS  AF^ER  THE  MFP  AMENDMENT 

Coal  Resource  Activity  Planning 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  set  a  tentative  leasing  target  for  the  Powder 
River  region  of  Montana  and  Wyoming  at  77fi  million  tons  heginning  in  1^82. 
This  target  nay  be  adjusted  up  or  down  after  public  hearings.   To  implement 
this  program  a  regional  coal  activitv  plan  will  be  prepared.   Leasing  could 
occur  in  any  areas  within  the  coal  region  that  have  been  found  "acceptable 
for  -Further  consideration  for  leasing"  in  land  use  plans,   ^he  regional  coal 
activity  planning  effort  is  a  three-step  process  involving  the  following 
major  elements:   tract  identification;  tract  ranking  and  selection;  and  the 
completion  of  the  Powder  River  Regional  Coal  Environmental  Statement. 

Tn  the  initial  step,  potential  lease  tracts  will  be  delineated  from  the 
acceptable  areas  identified  in  the  land  use  plans.   The  basis  for  delineating 
the  tracts  will  be  (a)  industry  expressions  of  leasing  interest,  (b)    coal 
quantity  and  qualitv  data,  ( c)    conservation  consideration,  (d)  surface 
ownership,  and  (e)  regional  leasing  targets. 

In  the  second  step  of  the  process  tract  profiles  (including  environmental, 
social  and  economic  impacts  of  mining  For  each  tract)  will  be  prepared  and 
the  tracts  will  be  prioritized  or  ranked  for  possible  leasing  consideration. 

Pinallv,  those  tracts  needed  to  meet  established  regional  leasing  targets 
will  be  included  in  a  regional  coal  lease  schedule,  i.e.,  regional  leasing 
targets  will  be  established  bv  merging  Department  of  Energy  regional  produc- 
tion goals  with  input  from  the  general  public,  state  and  local  governments, 
and  the  coal/utility  industries.  The  cumulative  impacts  of  leasing  the  tracts 
or  alternative  tracts  will  be  included  in  a  Regional  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  for  the  Powder  River  Coal.  Region. 

A  federal/ state  regional  coal  team,  consisting  of  representatives  of  each 
state  governor  and  RLM,  has  been  established  to  review  the  tract  delineation 
and  analysis  process.   They  will  also  conduct  the  tract  ranking  and  selection 
process  and  set  the  regional  lease  sale  schedule.  This  team  will  then  recom- 
mend the  final  leasing  target  and  lease  sale  schedule  to  the  Secretary  of 
Interior. 

This  coal  activity  planning  process  will  be  initiated  everv  2  to  4  vears  by 
RLM's  Director  in  response  to  regional  leasing  targets  which  suggest  a  need 
for  additional  leasing. 

The  planning  regulations  (4^  CER  1601.fi-])  and  U.o.  Instruction  Memorandum 
80-401  contain  provisions  for  protesting  these  MFP  amendments.   The 
provisions  state: 

(d)  Any  person  who  participated  in  the  planning  process 
and  has  an  interest  which  is  or  mav  be  adverselv  affected 
bv  the  approval  or  amendment  of  a  resource  management 
plan  mav  protest  such  approval  or  amendment.  A  protest 
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nay  raise  only  those  issues  which  were  submitted  for  the 
record  to  the  District  Manager  during  the  planning  pro- 
cess. 

(1)  The  protest  shall  be  in  writing  and  shall  be  filed 
with  the  State  Director  in  the  State  where  the  area 
covered  by  the  plan  or  amendment  is  located.   For  an 
amendment  not  requiring  the  preparation  of  an  environ- 
mental impact  statement,  the  protest  shall  be  filed 
within  30  days  of  the  publication  of  the  notice  of  its 
effective  date. 

(2)  The  protest  shall  contain: 

(i)  The  name,  mailing  address,  telephone  number  and 
interest  of  the  person  filing  the  protest; 

(ii)  A  statement  of  the  issue  or  issues  being  pro- 
tested . 

(iii)  A  statement  of  the  part  or  parts  of  the  plan  or 
amendment  being  protested; 

(iv)  A  copy  of  all  documents  addressing  the  issue  or 
issues  that  were  submitted  during  the  planning  process  by 
the  protesting  party  or  an  indication  of  the  date  the 
issue  or  issues  were  discussed  for  the  record;  and 

(v)  A  short,  concise  statement  explaining  why  the 
District  Manager's  decision  is  wrong. 

(3)  The  State  Director  shall  promptly  render  a  decision 
on  the  protest.  The  decision  shall  be  in  writing  and 
shall  set  forth  the  reasons  for  the  decision.  The  deci- 
sion shall  be  sent  to  the  protesting  party  by  certified 
nail,  return  receipt  requested. 

As  provided  by  sec.  522  (5)(c)  of  the  Surface  Control  and  Reclamation  Act, 
Office  of  Surface  Mining  Regulations  30  CFR  769,  and  RLM  Coal  Management 
Regulations  43  CFR  3461.1: 

Any  person  having  an  interest  which  is  or  may  be  adverse- 
ly affected  shall  have  the  right  to  petition  the  Office 
of  Surface  Mining  to  have  an  area  designated  as  unsuit- 
able for  surface  coal  mining  operations,  or  to  have  such 
a  designation  terminated.  Such  a  petition  shall  contain 
allegations  of  facts  with  supporting  evidence  which  would 
tend  to  establish  the  allegations. 

As  provided  by  RLM  Coal  Management  Regulations  4  3  CFR  3461.5(c),  after 
assessing  leased  lands  to  be  unsuitable  under  any  criterion,  its  exceptions 
and  exemptions,  the  RLM  shall  petition  the  Surface  Mining  Officer  to  desig- 
nate the  lands  as  unsuitable  under  43  CFR  769.   Under  these  provisions,  the 
RLM  will  petition  the  Office  of  Surface  Mining  to  designate  approximately  20 
acres  of  flood  plain  in  the  Colstrip  coal  field  as  unsuitable  for  surface 
mining.   In  addition,  approxinately  163  acres  of  leased  federal  coal  in  the 
Colstrip  and  Decker  coal  fields  were  tentatively  identified  as  unsuitable 
under  criteria  2  and  3.   Rased  on  historical  precedents  and  lessee-surface 
owner  agreenents,  it  appears  reasonable  to  expect  that  exceptions  to  these 
criteria  nay  be  applied  during  or  prior  to  nine  plan  approval.  Therefore,  RLM 
will  not  petition  OSM  to  designate  these  lands  as  unsuitable  at  this  tine. 
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3 
PROCEEDINGS 

3 

HEARING  OFFICER  LEE:   It's  now  s<-ven  o'clock.   I 
would  like  to  have  the  hearing  now  come  tn  order. 

4 

i; 

The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  recently  completed 
Draft  Amendments  to  portions  of  the  Management  Framework  Plans 
for  the  Decker-Bimey,  South  Rosebud  and  Coa]wood  planning 

7 

areas  within  the  Powder  River  Coal  Region  in  Montana.   The 

8 

Plan  Draft  Amendment  Documents  were  mailed  to  all  known 
interested  parties  and  public  meetings  were  held  on  April  24th 

10 

25th  and  26th  for  purposes  of  discussing  the  Amendments  and 

11 

the  environmental  assessment  with  the  Miles  City  BLM  District 

12 

Office  staff  as  part  of  the  on-going  public  participation 

13 

process. 

14 

This  hearing  has  been  scheduled  for  the  purpose  of 

15 

accepting  testimony  from  anyone  who  could  be  adversely 

16 

affected  by  these  Amendments  or  by  decisions  indicated  in  a 

17 

similar  document  titled  "The  Powder  River  Resource  Area 

IK 

Management  Framework  Plan  Update  Report." 

19 

I  am  Bud  lee,  and  I  am  on  the  State  Director's  staff 

■_»1 

of  the  Bureau  of  lvvnd  Management  in  Billings.   I  will  be  con- 
ducting the  hearing. 

22 
23 

A  court  reporter  is  hero,   to  record  the  proceedings. 
Testimony  will  be  accepted  relevant  to  the  adverse 

24 

effects  of  the  decisions  s^t  forth  in  the  Management  Framework 

25 

Plan  Amendments  previously  identified. 
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4 
This  hearing  is  being  offered  by  the  Bureau  of  Land 

2 

3 

Management  in  accordance  with  Coal  Management  Regulations 
published  in  the  Federal  Register  of  July  19,  1979. 

4 

As  previously  stated,  the  purpose  of  this  hearing  is 
to  receive  oral  and  written  testimony  from  thost  who  are 

0 

adversely  affected  by  the  decisions  proposed  in  the  identified 
Draft  MFP  Amendment's  and  the  Update  Report,   Testimony  relat- 

8 

ing  to  other  issues  will  not  be  considered. 

9 

I  would  like  to  remind  you  at  this  time  if  you  have 

10 

not  already  done  so  please  register  at  the  door  and  indicate 

11 

if  you  wish  to  make  an  oral  or  written  statement* 

12 

The  statements  received  will  lie  analyzed  by  the 

13 

Miles  City  District  Office.  The  written  record  of  that 

14 

analysis  as  wall  as  transcripts  of  the  hearing  will  be  pre- 

15 

pared  and  marie  available  for  inspection  in  the  District 

16 

Office. 

17 

If  you  wish  to  purchase  copies  of  the  transcript  of 

18 

this  hearing,  please  leave  your  name  and  address  with  the 

19 

court  reporter. 

20 

A  copy  of  the  hearing  record  and  analysis  will  be 

21 

made  available  to  each  county  involved  in  the  planning  areas 

22 

upon  request  by  those  county  commissioners. 

23 

The  analysis  of  the  testimony  received  will  be  used 

24 

to  determine  what  changes,  if  any,  will  be  required  in  the 

25 

decisions  set  forth  in  the  Planning  Documents.   Following  any 
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5 

necessary  changes,  the  July,  1979  management  framework  plan 

•-• 

update  decision  will  be  effective  immediately  upon  the  concur- 

3 

rence  of  the  State  Director. 

4 

Following  any  necessary  changes,  the  1980 
Management  Framework  Plan  Amendment  decisions  will  become 
effective  upon  concurrence  of  the  State  Dire.  tor. 

7 

If  the  analysis  made  by  the  District  Office  and  con- 

8 

curred  in  by  the  State  Dire-  tor  require  a  decision  change  a 
supplement  to  the  basic  domment  will  be  prepared  and  printed. 

10 

Distribution  of  the  supplement  will  be  made  to  those  persons 

11 

registered  at  this  hearing.  Anyone  else  desiring  a  copy  may 
request  one  from  the  Miles  City  District  Office. 

13 

We  are  now  ready  to  call  for  statements. 

14 

Before  I  begin  with  the  statement  process  are  there 

15 

any  questions  concerning  the  conduct  of  the  hearing  pro- 

16 

cedures? 

n 

Okay.   I  have  the  cards  and  they  are  just  in  the 

18 

order  that  they  were  received. 

19 

The  first  card  is  Larry  Petersen  representing  Cities 

20 

Services  Company. 

21 

22 

MR.  PETERSEN:   Right  here.   Shall  I  come  forward? 
HEARING  OFFICER  LEE:   Yes,  I  would  like  you  to  come 

23 

forward  so  that  the  voice  can  be  picked  up. 

24 

MR.  PETERSEN:   In  addition  to  an  oral  statement  I 

25 

have  written  comments  and  I  don't  quite  know  what  to  do  with 
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6 

those.   Do  we  just  leave  them  with  you  or  do  we  pass  them  out 

2 

to  the  audience? 

3 

HEARING  OFFICER.  LEE:   You  can  leave  them  on  the 

4 

table  to  the  extent  there  are  enough.   That's  fine.  Whoever 

5 

wants  them  can  pick  them  up. 

■ 

MR.  PETERSEN:   By  way  of  introduction,  I  would  again 

7 

like  to  introduce  myself.  My  name  is  Larry  Petersen.  With  me 

* 

is  Dana  Christensen.  Me   are  both  attorneys  from  Billings. 
As  indicated,  we  represent  Cities  Services  Company.   Cities 

10 

Services1  representatives  had  planned  to  attend  this  meeting. 

n 

However,  the  eruption  of  St.  ilelena  prevented  their  plane  from 

12 

flying  into  Billings  and. as  a  result  of  all  that  we  are  sort 

13 

of  pinch-hitting  for  them  at  this  meeting.   If  there  are  any 

14 

questions  that  may  involve  areas  in  which  neither  Dana  nor  I 

15 

have  any  knowledge  we  would  have  to  refer  to  the  Cities 

16 

Services  representatives,  so  if  you  do  have  any  questions  for 

17 

them  please  lot  us  know  and  we  would  be  happy  to  forward  your 

18 

comments  or  questions  to  them  for  an  answer. 

1!» 

MS.  KLUVER:   ./here  is  Cities  Services  located? 

20 

MR.  PETERSEN:   In  Tulsa,  Oklahoma.   If  you  would 

21 

like,  I  will  give  you  an  address. 

22 

As  indicated,  we  have  submitted  written  comments. 

23 

However,  I  don't  intend  to  read  those  but  merely  to  summarize 

24 

the  effect  of  those  comments. 

f 

25 

I  should  also  note  that  our  concerns  are  only  with 

"1 

i 

7 
the  Otter  Creek  and  the  Ashland  Coal  Fields. 

2 

:i 

Cities  Services  is  basically  making  two  requests- 
first,  that  the  leasing  presently  scheduled  for  1982  in  the 

4 
s 

Otter  Creek  and  Ashland  Fields  be  delayed  until  1986. 
Secondly,  Cities  is  requesting  that  the  Otter  Creek  and 
Ashland  Fields  be  expanded  to  include  adjacent  federal  coal 

7 

reserves. 

H 

It  is  our  understanding  that  the  Bureau  is 
presently  in  the  process  of  updating  their  coal  resource 

10 

occurrence  naps.  Ue  believe  those  maps  will  indicate  the 

11 

presence  of  additional  leaseable  federal  coal  reserves 

12 

adjacent  to  these  fields.   I  should  note  that  Cities  Services 

1 

13 

is  vitally  Interested  In  both  of  these  fields. 

14 

In  the  area  or  in  the  vicinity  of  these  fields 

15 

Cities  Services  controls  Interest  in  surfacing  coal  approxi- 

16 

mating  28,400  acres. 

17 

In  the  Ashland  Field,  as  presently  delineated. 

18 

Cities  Services  controls  seventy-nine  percent  of  the  surface 

11) 

underlying  federal  coal  and  seventy-three  percent  of  the  total 

20 

surface  in  that  coal  field. 

21 

In  the  Otter  Creek  Field,  on  the  other  hand,  Cities 

22 

Services  controls  sixty-four  percent  of  the  surface  underlying 

23 

federal  coal  and  seventy-six  percent  of  the  total  surface  in 

24 

that  field. 

In  addition,  outside  of  those  areas  Cities  has 
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8 

additional  substantial  holdings,  and  Cities  Services  is 

2 

presently  negotiating  for  the  acquisition  of  private  reserves, 

•A 

private  coal  reserves,  in  those  areas. 

4 

As  indicated,  we  are  making  a  two-fold  request.   The 
reasons  for  that  request  are,  first,  we  believe  the  two  sales, 
one  in  1962  and  one  in  1986,  would  b>2  both  Impractical  and 
uneconomical. 

8 

Cities  liad  expected  to  bid  when  the  lease  sale  was 
held  by  reason  of  its  holdings  in  this  area.   However,  It  had 

10 

not  intended  to  bid  so  soon  in  1982,  and  the  reason  for  this 

11 

belief  on  Cities'  part  was  that  it  did  not  believe  the  Federal 

12 

Government  would  undertake  a  program  to  make  available  federal 

ia 

coal  reserves  when  the  reserves  had  not  complied  with  the  full 

i 

14 

FLPMA  process,  and  I  am  sure  you  all  know  FLFiA  refers  to 

IS 

the  Federal  Land  Management  Policy  Act. 

16 

In  addition,  Cities  did  not  believe  that  the  Federal 

17 

Government  would  undertake  a  leasing  urogram  based  upon 

1H 
19 

incomplete  and  outdated  coal  resource  occurrence  maps.   As  I 
previously  indicated,  we  be Hove  those  maps  are  presently 

20 

bein?  updated  and  will  show  the  presence  of  additonal  federal 

-'! 

coal  reserves  in  the  area  of  thene  two  fields. 

22 

The  result  of  all  this  is  a  pioceire.il  leasing  pro- 

2a 

cess,  and  it  really  put 3  Cities  Services  or  any  other  bidder 

24 

that's  interested  in  this  area  in  kind  of  nn  on  the  horns  of 

25 

a  dilctma.   On  the  one  hand,  the  Government  is  .iskinf,  uc  to 
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1 

9 

bid  on  the  1982  sale  when  at  the  same  time  Cities  Services 

2 
S 

realizes  that  the  properties  available  for  leasing  may  not  be 
sufficient  to  justify  further  development  and  that  in  order  to 

4 

Justify  for  the  development  they  would  have  to  participate  In 
and  be  successful  in  the  1986  bidding  process.  With  this  in 
mind,  they  have  to  also  keep  in  mind  that  under  the  new 

7 

federal  regulations  there  is  a  ton-year  due-diligence  require- 

: 

ment.   It  would  be  difficult,  I  think,  for  Cities  Services  to 
plan  in  the  1982  bid  how  that  due-diligence  requirement  would 

10 

apply  If  in  fact  the--the  culmination  of  that  process  requires 

11 

that  they  be  the  successful  bidder  In  1986.   It  all  makes  the 

12 

planning  process  for  Cities  Services  or  I  believe  any  other 

13 

bidder  at  the  federal  coal  sale  very  complicated. 

i 

14 

On  the  other  hand,  perhaps  another  solution  that  a 

IS 

company  or  other  bidder  might  take  is  that  rather  than  bidding 

16 

--rather  than  bidding  In  the  1982  sale  Just  hold  off  and  wait 

17 

and  see  whether  or  not  sufficient  reserves  become  available  in 

18 

1986  and  then  decide  at  that  time  whether  or  not  to  make  its 

19 

bid.   Either  way  I  think  the  result  of  this  dilemma  that's 

20 

caused  by  the  1982  proposed  sale  is  to  diminish  the  interest 

21 

of  anyone  in  1982  sale.   As  a  result,  I  don't  believe  it  would 

22 

lead  to  the  optimum  development  of  the  federal  coal  reserves 

23 

nor  to  a  full  realization  of  full  market  value  of  those 

24 

reserves. 

25 

V*e  submit  that  a  more  rational  plan  would  be  to 

10 

i 

delay  the  bidding  process  in  these  areas  until  1986. 

1 

2 

i 

The  second  reason  that  we  were  requesting  this  delay 
or  making  our  position  known  here  Involves  the  surface  owner 

l 

4 

7 

consent  provisions  under  Section  714(c)  of  the  Surface  Mining 
Control  and  Reclamation  Actt  more  affectionately  known  as 
SMCRA.   The  Federal  Government  cannot  lease  federal  cool  with- 
out the  surface  owner  consent.   The  regulations  that  were 

" 

adopted  on  July  19f  1979,  implement  this  provision. 

Cities  Services  acquired  its  position  in  and  in  the 

10 

vicinities  of  these  areas  by  reason  of  surface  leases  that 

11 

predated  the  effective  date  of  SMCRA.   That  is  they  predated 

12 

August  3,  1977.   Under  the  surface  leases  that  Cities  Services 

13 

is  now--lt  is  the  lessee  of,  Cities  Services  was  granted 

14 

basically  two  rights  In  this  connection.   First,  they  were 

15 

granted  exclusive  right  to  use  and  control  the  use  of  the 

2 

16 

surface  before  mining  operations.   Secondly,  Cities  Services 

17 

was  also  granted  exclusive  right  to  negotiate  with  other 

18 

parties  for  the  use  of  the  surface  of  the  coal  mining  opera- 

19 

tions. 

20 

Again,  I  would  like  to  re-emphasize  that  these 

21 

rights  were  created  prior  to  the  effective  date  that  served  as 

22 

the  consent  for  SMCRA. 

23 

By  reason  of  all  this  Cities  Services  believes  it 

24 

now  has  the  right  to  indicate  its  preference  as  to  whether  or 

25 

not  the  federal  coal  reserves  underlying  Its  surface  should  be 
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11 

made  available  for  leasing.  We  do  not  believe  as  indicated 
that  the  rights  in  this  regard  have  been  affected  by  SMCRA. 
SMCRA  has  a  specific  prov!slon--Section  714(g)--protectlng 
pre-existing  rights  and  in  addition  to  that  the  effective 
date  provisions  of  the  Federal  Land  Policy  Management  Act  also 
protect  existing  rights.   Thus,  before  coal,  federal  coal, 
underlying  Cities'  surface  can  be  offered  for  sale  we  believe 
that  Cities  must  indicate  Its  preference  for  leasing  and  In 
addition  its  consent  must  be  obtained. 

The  third  reason  I  have  already  touched  on  is  that 
a  1982  sale  has  not  had  the  benefit  of  the  full  FLPMA 
procedures.   Nov;,  this  is  based  upon  developments  and  plans 
that  were  undertaken  prior  to  the  enactment  of  FLPMA.  As  a 
result,  the  1982  3ale  will  not  have  the  benefit  of  that  whole 
process.  We  believe  that  the  benefits  of  that  process  can  be 
accomplished  in  the  full  process  as  applied  by  postponing  the 
sales  until  1986. 

One  further  reason  and  our  last  reason  is  that  there 
is  a  belief  that  this  area  is  capable  of  producing  coal  for 
sustained  coal  gasification  or  liquefaction  facilities.   These 
facilities  require  sufficient  coal  reserves  to  Justify  con- 
struction and  operation  of  these  facilities.  Ue  do  not  know 
now  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  the  coal  resource  occurrence 
maps  are  not  up  to  date  whether  or  not  these  sufficient  coal 
reserves  will  become  available. 


12 

1 

The  Government  Is  spending  millions  of  dollars  on 

2 

synfuels  technology.   Cities  believes  that  postponing  the  sale 

3 

until  1986  will  then  have  a  two-fold  effect.   First,  it  will 

4 

4 

allow  the  development  of  advanced  synfuels  technology  and, 
second,  the  decision  could  then  be  made  with  respect  to  whethe 
there  exists  sufficient  federal  coal  reserves  to  Justify  a 

• 

7 

coal  gasification  or  liquefaction  refinery. 

b 

8 

To  sum  up,  I  would  like  to  re-emphasize  that  Cities 
has  requested  two  things--f irst,  an  expansion  of  the  present 

10 

delineation  of  the  Otter  Creek  and  Ashland  Coal  Fields  based 

11 

upon  new  current  resource  maps  and,  secondly,  a  delay  in  the 

12 

leasing  program  in  those  fields  until  at  least  1986.  We 

13 

believe  both  of  these  requests  will  foster  the  legislative 

14 

policies  that  are  contained  both  in  FLPMA  and  SMCRA  and  other 

15 

federal  legislation. 

16 

Thank  you.   Does  anyone  have  any  questions?  Thank 

17 

you. 

18 

HEARING  OFFICER  LEE:   Thank  you,  Larry.   I  hope  I 

19 

got  this  next  name  right.   It  looks  like  Patty  Kliewer. 

20 

MS.  KLUVER:   Kluver. 

21 

HEARING  OFFICER  LEE:   Excuse  me.  What  was  that? 

22 

MS.  KLUVER:   Kluver. 

23 

HEARING  OFFICER  LEE:   All  right,  representing  her- 

24 

self  and  the  Rosebud  Protective  Association. 

25 

MS.  KLUVER:  We  who  are  present  at  this  hearing  have 
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1 

driven  some  distance  to  attend.  We  have  come  with  the  usual 

2 

misgivings,  wondering  if  our  views  and  apprehensions  will  be 

a 

absorbed,  acknowledged  or  simply  brushed  aside.  We  are  very 

4 

aware  that  the  federal  officials  in  Washington  want  to  mine 
the  coal  no  matter  what  the  cost  to  the  environment  of  the 
Northern  Great  Plains. 

7 

Ke  have  found  our  lands  are  designated  a  national 

8 

sacrifice  area  and  those  officials  in  Washington  in  the 
Departments  of  Interior  and  Energy  would  recognize  no  opposi- 

10 

tion.   Their  intent  is  obvious  from  the  Environmental  Impact 

11 

Statement  they  have  published.   The  decision  makers  of  those 

12 

departments  regard  the  federal  land  and  minerals  as  their  own 

13 

much  like  the  next  largest  landowner  in  Montana — the 

14 

Burlington  Northern  Railroad. 

15 

In  the  higher  echelons  of  the  B1M  there  is  no  con- 

16 

cern  for  adjacent  landowners.   There  is  only  window  dressing. 

17 

May  the  advocates  in  the  BIM  who  would  strip  mine  the  coal 

IS 

beds  of  Montana  be  reminded  theirs  is  a  federal  trust.   They 

19 

don't  own  the  land  or  coal.   The  American  people  own  it--you 

20 

and  me.   In  addition  some  of  us  pay  taxes  on  a  little  more — 

21 

the  surface  overlying  the  coal,  and  we  own  the  water  rights  to 

22 

that  ground  water  which  flows  through  the  coal  veins. 

23 

In  the  summary  of  Peabody  Coal  Company's  Big  Sky 

1 

24 

Expansion  under  the  heading,  "Summary  of  Adverse  Unavoidable 

5 

25 

Environmental  Impact,"  we  read  existing  local  aquifers  would 

RAUCH  SHORTHAND  REPORTING 

-»=r- 

14 

1 

be  destroyed.   The  return  soils  where  saturated  would  contain 

2 

water  of  poor  quality  unsuitable  for  domestic  or  livestock  use 

5 

3 

Nowhere  in  any  environmental  impact  statement  or  MFP  I  have 

4 

read  is  a  reasonable  practical  acceptable  solution  to  the  loss 
of  that  shallow  ground  water  aquifer  to  the  landowners  sur- 

6 

rounding  the  mine  areas  or  to  the  livestock  and  wildlife  who 

7 

might  drink  the  poisoned  water. 

J 

" 

In  March,  1975,  tests  of  the  water  in  Rosebud  Creek 
above  Pony  Creek  revealed  the  following:   Of  all  the  con- 

1 

10 

stituents  only  the  concentration  of  dissolved  arsenic  showed 

11 

en  anomaly.  It  was  analyzed  from  the  March  5,  1975  sample  and 

12 

had  a  moderately  high  concentration  of  28  ug's  per  liter.   The 

13 

sample  was  collected  at  a  high  flow  when  the  relative  pro- 

14 

portion  of  over-land  run-off  was  high.  Unfortunately,  this 

15 

sample  was  not  analyzed  for  many  of  the  other  totally  dissolved 

16 

trace  metals. 

17 

Where  did  that  arsenic  come  from?  It  is  not  a 

IS 

natural  element  of  the  area.   It  must  have  come  from  somewhere 

6 

19 

The  site  where  that  sample  was  collected  is  just  below  the 

20 

mouth  of  Cow  Creek  on  our  property.   Cow  Creek  heads  adjacent 

21 

to  the  mine  operation  of  both  Peabody  Coal  Company's  Big  Sky 

22 

Mine  and  Western  Energy's  Rosebud  Mine.   It  is  not  unreasonable 

23 

to  suspect  the  origin  of  that  arsenic. 

24 

The  tests  were  a  part  of  the  USGS  water  resource 

25 

investigation  of  1977  and  '78.   One  wonders  in  the  subsequent 

15 

1 

tests  were  any  made  for  arsenic  again.   As  the  livestock  pro- 

2 

ducer  and  landowner  of  that  property  where  the  arsenic  was 

b 

3 

found,  I  believe  the  USGS  and  the  BLM  should  have  kept  rae 

4 

advised  of  later  tests  for  trace  metals.  Was  the  appearance 
of  arsenic  treated  as  an  anomaly  and  totally  disregarded?   I 
would  like  the  answer. 

_r 

7 

In  the  Bulletin  102,  "Hydrologic  Conditions  and 

■ 

Projections  Related  to  Mining  near  Colstrip,  Southeastern 

- 

Montana,"  authored  by  Wayne  Van  Voast  and  Associates,  there  wa 

s 

10 

another  anomaly.   The  studies  conducted  of  the  region  were  con 

11 

fined  to  the  area  above  up  the  ground  water  stream  from  the 

12 

actual  mine  operation.   Only  cursory  examination  of  the  lower 

13 

part  of  the  incline  was  conducted,  and  certainly  it  was 

14 

questionable. 

15 

For  example,  the  map  in  the  back  of  the  bulletin 

16 

illustrated  our  ranch  to  have  the  only  moveable  well  I  have 

17 

ever  heard  of.   It  was  moved  to  two  different  locations  in  one 

18 

section  and  into  another  section.   Finally  it  became  two  wells 

19 

in  a  section  adjacent  to  the  one  where  it  is  really  located. 

20 

Because  I  called  attention  to  the  obvious  error, 

Jl 

the  wandering  well  was  removed  from  the  maps  altogether  in  the 

22 

later  publication. 

23 

In  the  FIS  authored  by  the  Bonneville  Power 

~i 

24 

Administration  is  this  answer  to  a  letter  of  criticism.   If 

Areas  C  and  D  are  mined  at  Colstrip,  the  water  flowing  in  the 
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16 

i 

Rosebud  coal  vein  will  be  lost  forever. 

2 
3 

Gentlemen,  our  family  ranch  holdings  are  adjacent  to 
the  Western  Energy  Mine  operation  at  Colstrip.   The  survival 

4 

of  our  livestock  producing  business  depends  on  the  ground 
water  coming  from  the  Rosebud  coal  vein.   A  part  of  our  ranch 

6 

has  already  seen  the  contamination  of  water,  a  sharp  increase 

7 

in  mineral  content.  Arsenic  was  first  found  just  below  the 

8 

mouth  of  Cow  Creek  draining  from  the  mines.   Yet  we  have  been 
unable  to  attract  more  than  cursory  attention  to  the  problem. 

10 

Last  year  our  shallow  domestic  well  became  unfit  to 

11 

use.   Our  new  well  was  drilled  to  840  feet  in  order  to  find 

7 

12 

water  for  domestic  use.  We  can  111  afford  the  $10,000  It  cost 

13 

for  every  well  and  spring  on  our  ranch.   There  are  fourteen 

14 

wells  and  innumerable  springs. 

15 

If  the  coal  is  mined  in  Areas  C  and  D,  how  do  you 

16 

propose  to  provide  water  for  our  land  and  for  those  of  our 

17 

neighbors  who  will  also  find  their  wells  and  springs  run  dry? 

1H 

It  will  be  your  problem. 

19 

Why  do  the  people  employed  at  Peabody  Coal  Company 

20 

living  at  the  Snider  Trailer  Court  find  it  necessary  to  haul 

21 

their  drinking  water  from  other  places?  Why  is  it  necessary 

22 

that  Montana  Power  pump  water  from  the  Yellowstone  for  use  In 

23 

the  generating  plants  and  for  domestic  use  as  well  at  Colstrip 

_r 

24 

The  lust  for  cheap  coal  to  assuage  the  energy  crisis 

In  these  United  States  has  already  started  a  cancer.   You  have 

10-5 


17 

1 

been  a  party  to  the  crime.   You  arc  selling  a  public  trust  for 

., 

energy,  taking  the  easy  way,  the  more  lucrative  way,  but  In 

:i 

the  long  term  you  have  sold  out  a  part  of  America.   That 

6 

7 

cancer  Is  the  loss  of  ground  water  In  a  vast  region  Including 
the  water  of  the  Yellowstone  River.   You  have  started  that 
cancer  and  how  and  what  do  you  propose  to  do?  Whatever  you 
propose,  do  It  before  you  destroy  the  property  of  others.   The 

H 

credibility  of  the  B1M  Is  at  stake.  How  would  you  like  to 
have  It  read  In  history? 

1(1 

Thank  you. 

11 

HEARING  OFFICER  LEE:   Thank  you,  Pat. 

a 

Dana  Chrl9tensen. 

i.i 

MR.  PETERSEN:   He  was  with  me. 

14 

MR.  CHRISTENSEN:   I  don't  have  any  comments  to  make 

16 

other  than  the  ones  that  Larry  made. 

16 

HEARING  OFFICER  LEE:   Kent  Redding,  Consolidation 

17 

Coal  Company. 

18 

MR.  REDDING:   I  would  like  to  start  out  by  saying 

19 

that  Consol  has  no  problems  with  those  areas  found  acceptable 

20 

for  coal  leasing  In  the  Management  Framework  Plan.   However, 

21 

we  do  feel  that  the  Management  Framework  Plan  should  be 

I 

22 

amended  to  include  the  following  areas:   In  Bighorn  County- 

8 

■a 

Township  Nine  South,  Range  Thirty-Nine  East,  Sections  Fourteen 

u 

Fifteen,  Twenty-Two,  Twenty-Three,  Twenty-Five,  Twenty-Six, 

25 

Thirty-Five  and  Thirty-Six)  Township  Nine  South,  Range  Forty 
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8 

i 

"flst,  Sections  Thirty,  Thlrty-CTe  and  Thirty-Two;  In  Fodder 

_J 

i 

?lvr  County  Township  Three  South,  Range  Forty-Five  East, 

1 

3 

Section  Thirty-Two;  Township  Four  South,  Range  Forty-Five  East 

9 

4 

Sections  Six,  Eight,  Eighteen  and  Twenty. 

A  lot  of  those  areas  ere  already  Included  In  the 

_J 

11 

Management  rramework  Plan.   I  was  just  trying  to  give  an 
overall  area.   The  reason  for  this  Is  a  lot  of  these  areas 

" 

that  have  been  dropped  from  the  Management  Framework  Plan  ara 
adjacent  to  holdings  which  Consol  presently  controls.   These 

10 

areas  are  omitted  In  the  1982  leasing  program.  That  could 

11 

hold  up  production  for  years.   As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  am  not 

12 

even  sure  why  they  have  been  dropped  from  the  leasing  program. 

1.1 

I  Just  want  to  go  on  record  as  saying  that  Consol 

14 

wishes  to  have  those  areas  included  In  the  '82  leasing  program. 

15 

That's  It. 

16 

HEARING  OFFICER  LEE:   Thank  you,  Kent. 

17 

F,  Clayton  Tonncnaker. 

18 

MR.  TONNEMAKER:   Right  here. 

19 

HEARING  OFFICER  LEE:   From  Ashland  representing  Coal 

20 

Creek  Mining  Company. 

21 

MR.  TONNSMAKET.:   I  have  only  two  comments.   One  is 

~i 

22 

that  I  notice  In  the  material  I  received  that  the  BLM  proposes 

23 

to  set  up  free  coal  pits  for  domestic  coal,  and  I  guess  I 

24 

think  that  would  be  an  unwarranted  competition  for  a  small 

10 

25 

coal  mine  like  ourselves.   It  would  be  one  thing  if  you  were 
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I 

just  going  to  let  people  come  nnd  get  coal.   It  would  be  some- 

2 

thing  else  If  you  would  put  up  a  plant,  process  the  coal, 

10 

:i 

which  would  be  In  direct  competition  with  us. 

J 

4 

The  other  comment  I  want  to  make  Is  that  I  think 
some  consideration  should  be  given  to  providing  some  of  the 
federal  coal  for  lease  to  small  miners.   If — If  all  companies 

1 

7 

are  given  the  same  opportunity  to  bid  we  are  going  to  be  forcei 

i 
ii 

8 

to  bid  against  people  like  the  major  oil  companies  and  the 

9 

major  utilities,  and  I  suspect  that  none  of  the  federal  coal 

10 

will  be  therefore  available  for  small  coal  miners. 

.J 

11 

Thank  you. 

12 

HEARING  OFFICER  LEE:   Thank  you,  Mr.  Tonnemaker. 

13 

Ernest  Thurlow,  from  Billings,  Burlington  Northern. 

14 

MR.  THURLOW:  We  are  pleased  to  have  this  opportun- 

IS 

ity  to  comment  on  the  Powder  River  Management  Framework  Plan 

16 

Amendments  and  decisions.   Since  our  company's  mineral  owner- 

17 

ship  in  Eastern  Montana  coal  fields  is  intimately  intermingled 

18 

with  federal  mineral  ownership,  the  decisions  regarding  the 

19 

availability  of  federal  coal  are  of  vital  interest  to 

20 

Burlington  Northern. 

21 

One  of  our  principal  concerns  is  that  removal  of 

1 

22 

federal  coal  from  leasing  consideration  will  prevent  our 

2-'* 

lessees  from  developing  BN's  adjacent  mineral  ownership. 

12 

24 

Within  the  coal  fields  of  South  Rosebud  and  Coalwood  areas 

25 

nearly  half  the  coal  is  owned  by  Burlington  Northern  and  a 

20 

i 

substantial  portion  of  that  coal  has  been  leased  to  energy 

2 

companies.  Because  of  the  checkerboard  nature  of  the  mineral 
ownership  pattern  In  these  areas  logical  mining  units 

4 

generally  cannot  be  outlined  without  including  federal  coal, 
which  would  rule  out  areas  where  federal  coal  is  not  available 
for  leasing. 

7 

The  Powder  River  Resource  Area  MFP  Amendments  show 

8 

that  some  410  million  tons  of  federal  coal  have  been  removed 

9 

from  leasing  consideration  In  the  South  Rosebud  and  Coalwood 

10 

areas  either  by  negative  surface  owner  views  or  by  the  appli- 

11 

cation  of  unsuitabllity  criteria.   In  view  of  the  fact  that 

12 

approximately  half  of  the  coal  in  those  areas  is  owned  by 

13 

BN  we  must  recognize  the  loss  of  a  similar  amount  of  coal. 

14 

Such  an  amount  of  coal  would  represent  a  sizable  financial 

12 

15 

loss  in  royalties  alone.  At  today's  prices  of  roughly  $10 

16 

per  ton  with  royalties  of  twelve  and  a  half  percent  BN's  loss 

17 

could  exceed  a  half  billion  dollars  not  to  mention  potential 

18 

losses  in  transportation  revenue  and  other  related  Income. 

19 

The  people  of  Montana  would  stand  to  lose  over  one  billion 

20 

dollars  In  the  state  severance  tax  on  the  410  million  tons  as 

21 

well. 

22 

Deletion  of  federal  coal  because  of  negative  surface 

23 

owner  views  presents  a  particular  problem  since  the  adjoining 

24 

mineral  owner  may  be  confronted  with  a  substantial  loss.  The 

25 

most  obvious  case  in  the  MFP  Amendments  from  the  BN  standpoint 
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21 

is  that  of  the  Grconleaf-Mlller  Creek  Coal  Field  from  which 
federal  reserves  in  the  entire  field  were  removed  from  further 
consideration.   Our  company  ovms  much  of  the  remaining  coal, 
most  of  which  is  leased.  We  are  now  faced  with  the  possi- 
bility that  none  of  this  coal  can  be  developed  and  that  a 
valuable  asset  will  be  lost.   The  problem  of  accepting  or 
rejecting  surface  owner  consent  from  qualified  or  unqualified 
surface  owners  is  also  a  troublesome  matter. 

Upon  inspection  of  the  illustrations  in  the  Powder 
River  MTP  Amendments  it  was  noted  that  BN's  positive  response 
to  the  surface  owner  consultation  process  with  the  Colstrip 
Coal  Field  had  been  eliminated,  although  this  is  not 
illustrated  on  Pages  3  and  5.  We  know  we  responded  but  with 
this  omission  on  the  part  of  the  ELM  how  can  we  be  sure  of  the 
accuracy  of  the  evaluation  of  other  surface  owner  responses? 

Contrary  to  our  interests,  the  BNI  response  at 
Colstrip  had  the  effect  of  negatively— of  a  negative  reply  to 
surface  mining.   In  each  case  when  the  Burlington  Northern 
response  was  rejected  because  of  the  unqualified  surface  owner 
provision  the  coal  in  the  checkerboard  sections  adjacent  to 
the  federal  coal  is  owned  by  BN.  Application  of  the  unsuit 
able  criteria^  also  resulted  in  the  removal  of  federal  coal 
from  further  leasing  considerations,  although  not  to  the 
extent  of  negative  surface  owner  groups. 

It's  interesting  to  note  that  one  potentially 
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MR.  ARCHER:  My  name  is  Walter  Archer.   I  operate  a 
ranch  near  Olive,  Montana,  and  I  own  surface  over  federal 
coal.   I  am  President  of  the  Powder  River  Protective 
Association,  an  affiliate  of  the  Northern  Plains  Resource  Council 

I  am  pretty  new  to  the  BLM  coal  leasing  and  planning 
process,  so  when  I  wanted  to  find  out  what  these  amendments 
were  all  about  I  looked  at  the  last  coal  planning  document 
that  BLM  had  prepared,  the  Redwater  MFP.   Comments  on  that 
MFP  seemed  to  fit  pretty  well  to  this  plan  we  are  discussing 
tonight . 

I  have  been  to  two  meetings  held  by  BLM  recently  in 
Broadus  on  land  use  planning.   At  least  I  think  they  were  on 
land  use  planning.   There  was  a  workshop  on  these  amendments 
and  then  there  was  another  meeting  last  Wednesday,  and  I 
don't  even  think  the  BLM  knew  what  it  was  for.   They  made  up 
a  new  name,  "Issue  Gathering,"  to  describe  it.   They  have  also 
had  BLM  meetings  on  wilderness  in  the  last  couple  of  weeks. 

Now,  a  suspicious  person  might  think  that  the  BLM 
was  trying  to  wear  us  out  to  limit  our  criticisms.   Public 
participation  seems  to  have  been  used  as  a  nuisance  and  not  a 
contribution  to  sound  planning. 

In  any  event,  I  know  that  all  of  the  people  I  have 
talked  to,  including  surface  owners  and  public  officials,  are 
confused  by  what  the  BLM  is  doing.   They  are  confused  by  the 
surface  owner  consultation  letters,  confused  by  all  the 


significant  criteria,  alluvial  vallpy  floors,  AVF's,  has  not 
resulted  in  the  removal  of  ^ny  federal  coel  in  the  area  study. 
Preliminary  AVF's  have  been  identified  in  most  coal  fieHs, 
but  no  assessment  hac  b'jen  raadf?  as  to  the  ru.?ntity  of  coal 
that  may  be  eliminated  from  further  consideration  by  the 
application  of  these  AVF's.   A  deletion  of  coal  reserves  under 
alluvial  valley  floors  could  be  very  significant. 

For  example,  in  the  Broadus  Coal  Field  some  nine 
^VF's  have  been  identified.   It  should  be  noted  that  an 
internal  BLM  report  suggests  that  more  than  half  of  the 
uncommitted  federal  lands  in  the  Gillette,  Wyoming  area  are 
susceptible  to  exclusion  because  of  the  AVF  criterion.  That's 
taken  from  Coal  Age_,  April,  1980,  Page  11. 

It  would  be  impossible  to  obtain  an  accurate  picture 
of  lands  available  for  leasing  if  such  an  important  criteria 
is  not  properly  assessed. 

We  feel  that  the  ELM  in  its  planning  processes  must 
be  mindful  of  the  detrimental  effects  its  decision  can  have 
on  all  private  resources.   In  Powder  Resource  Area  it  Is 
apparent  its  tracts  of  non-BLM  coal  resources  have  not  been 
adequately  addressed. 

Thank  you. 

HEARING  OFFICER  LEE:   Thank  you,  Mr.  Thurlow. 

Walter  Archer,  Olive,  Montana,  Powder  River 
Protective  Association. 
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meetings,  confused  by  the  vague  and  inadequate  notices,  con- 
fused by  BLM  jargon  and  confused  by  the  morass  of  BLM  planning 
underway.   I  am  supposed  to  follow,  understand  and  comment  on 
the  Powder  River  Resource  Area  MFP  update,  the  Powder  River 
Resource  Area  Amendments,  the  Powder  River  Resource  Area 
resource  management  plan,  the  original  EJiARS  land  use  plan, 
EMARS,  which  these  amendments  refer  to,  and  the  activities  of 
the  Powder  River  regional  coal  team,  which  conveniently  held 
its  last  meeting  in  Cheyenne,  Wyoming.   Now,  maybe  I  am  Just 
stupid  if  I  can't  follow  all  that.  Maybe  everyone  else  in  my 
county  is,  too,  but  I  don't  think  so. 

I  think  that  the  problem  is  the  huge  rush  BLM  is 
putting  on  in  order  to  lease  coal.   I  think  it  is  BLM's 
problem  and  not  the  public's  problem,  that  the  public  doesn't 
even  know  what  is  going  on  let  alone  even  understand  what  all 
the  BLM  Jargon  means.   I  think  that  it  is  BLM's  problem,  not 
the  public's  problem,  that  BLM  personnel  have  outnumbered  the 
interested  citizens  at  the  last  couple  of  meetings  on  planning 
in  Broadus,  and  I  think  the  result  of  all  this  is  that  BLM 
has  again  managed  to  make  a  farce  out  of  public  participation. 

I  lave  found  out  a  little,  though,  by  going  over 
these  amendments  and  comparing  them  to  BLM's  planning  regula- 
tions. 

Before  I  go  Into  that  let  no  discuss  one  limitation 
on  public  participation  that  BLM  had  no  control  over,  and 
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] 

that's  the  Mt.  St.  Helena  volcano.   I  would  suggest  that  the 

I 

record  be  left  open  for  written  conment  fifteen  days  or  so  to 

15 

8 

accommodate  those  who  could  not  make  It  here  tonight  because 

4 

of  the  rather  unsettled  atmosphere. 

_r 

Federal  coal  management  regulations  require  this 

"l 

6 

to  be  a  comprehensive  multiple-use  land  use  plan.  Now,  if  my 

7 

dictionary  is  accurate,  this  is  a  coal  management  plan,  not  a 

8 

Hi 

multiple-use  plan. 

The  BLM  has  ignored  agriculture,  the  major  surface 
use  in  the  area.   BLM  is  planning  for  private  surface 

11 

currently  used  for  agriculture  production,  and  there  is 

12 
18 

nothing  in  the  amendments  which  tells  me  what  would  happen  to 
that  land  if  the  coal  is  leased. 

16 

14 

This,  incidentally,  is  not  the  first  time  BLM  has 

15 

heard  this  complaint.   It  was  made  by  surface  owners  and  other 

16 

ranchers  and  farmers  in  the  case  of  the  Redwatcr  MFP.   BLM 

17 
18 

should  have  its  unsatisfactory  answer  reply  already 
written. 

J 

19 

BLM  does  describe  one  thing  that  will  happen  to 

~J 

20 

private  surface  if  this  plan  is  adopted.   The  surface  will  be 

21 

inventoried.  Most  of  the  unsultability  criteria  work  hasn't 

23 

been  done  yet  since  the  inventories  for  wildlife,  soil, 

17 

2:t 

hydrology  and  historical  and  archaeological  sites  isn't 

24 

finished.  Most  of  it  isn't  even  started.   Some  of  it  won't 

25 

be  finished  until  the  end  of  '81  for  a  coal  lease  sale  in  '82. 

2& 

i 

According  to  the  BLM,  the  unsultability  criteria  are  only 

:j 

complete  for  seven  thousand  acres  out  of  the  120,000  acres. 
The  way  I  figure  It  this  means  that  this  amounts  to  about  two 

17 

4 

percent  of  the  land  use  plan. 

J 

5 

There  Is  nothing  In  here  to  tell  me  if  any  of  this 

~l 

a 

land  is  reclalmable,  although  If  I  were  to  petition  the  Office 

7 

of  Surface  Mining  to  declare  it  unsuitable  because  of 

Ifl 

» 

reclaimability  problems  this  land  use  plan  would  be  the  basis 

■ 

for  judging  the  petition. 

J 

10 

The  environmental  analysis  was  done  on  not  leasing 

~l 

11 

coal  but  there  is  no  analysis  for  leasing  coal.   The  Intro- 

12 

duction  says  that  the  current  Powder  River  Resource  Area  MFP 

13 

Amendments  concentrate  on  analyzing  the  surface  areas  and 

19 

14 

uses,  private  land  Included,  which  might  be  affected  by  the 

15 

leasing--lost  the  last  page  of  my--leasing  and  development  of 

10 

federal  coal,  but  there  is  no  such  analysis  anywhere  in  the 

!7 

amendments  regarding  agriculture. 

J 

1» 

The  letter  sent  to  surface  owners  was  slanted  to 

1 

19 

gain  a  favorable  or  neutral  response,  and  It  was  so  confusing 

20 

that  about  half  the  surface  owners  filed  it  in  the  round  file. 

21 

This  is,  I  suppose,  what  BLM  calls  special  efforts  to  allow 

22 

public  input. 

■a 

When  I  went  to  the  BLM  workshop  I  found  that  BLM 

20 

24 

had  left  about  half  of  my  land  off  the  surface  owner  response 

25 

overlay.   I  am  sure  they  will  say  that  this  was  inadvertent, 
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27; 
and  I  believe  them,  but  what  other  land  was  inadvertently 
missed  or  left  out?  Were  other  surface  owners  inadvertently  I  20 
left  out  of  the  consultation  process?  Was  unsuitable  land 
inadvertently  missed? 

In  one  case  a  historical  site  BLM  determined  to  be 
an  unsuitable  site  was  determined  to  be  left  in  because  BLM 
applied  an  exception.  They  did  not  explain  why  an  exception 
was  applied  and  when  we  asked  the  BLM  at  the  workshop  they 
didn't  know  where  the  site  was  or  why  the  exception  was  appliel. 

Pardon  me  when  I  express  some  skepticism  over  whethe ;: 
the  BLM's  error  in  my  particular  case  is  the  only  one  caused 
by  their  haste  to  lease  coal.   BLM  simply  tried  to  do  too  big 
a  Job  in  too  short  a  time.   It  might  be  more  accurate  to  say 
that  BLM  did  too  small  a  Job  in  too  short  a  time. 

The  application  of  unsultability  criteria  is  only 
two  percent  finished. 

BLM  ignored  all  multiple-use  conflicts  between 
federal  coal  and  private  agricultural  surface.   In  fact,  they 
ignored  multiple  use  and  agriculture  altogether. 

The  environmental  analysis  was  done  only  on  what 
won't  happen.  What  will  happen  is  left  unknown. 

The  result  of  all  this  is  that  BLM  has  about  one 
percent  of  the  information  that  is  supposed  to  be  in  this 
plan.   To  include  these  lands  in  the  upcoming  coal  lease  sale 
in  the  face  of  the  blatant  Inadequacy  of  this  land  use  plan  is 


J 


22 


28 

1 

the  travesty  of  the  new  coal  management  program.   These 

■i 

amendments  are  meaningless.   In  effect,  the  planning  process 
will  begin  with  industry  nominations.   This  is  nothing  more 

4 

than  an  implementation  of  the  old  illegal  EMAKS  leasing 

•• 

program  in  a  new  wrapper. 

22 

6 

BLM  has  a  choice.   It  is  just  beginning  a  resource 

7 

management  plan  for  this  area.   Get  the  rest  of  the  data.   Do 

14 

a  decent  analysis,  an  EIS.   Remember  agriculture  and  do  it 
right  this  time. 

10 

BLM  might  have  an  adequate  land  use  plan  completed 

11 

by  1984.  These  amendments  are  not  adequate  as  the  basis  for 

12 
ID 

a  coal  lease. 

Thank  you. 

J 

14 

HEARING  OFFICER  LEE:   Thank  you,  Walter. 

15 

Several  people  came  in  after  the  hearing  began.   Do 

16 

any  of  those  wish  to  make  oral  statements  at  this  time? 

17 

MS.  JOHNSON:   I  wish  to  make  some  statements.   I  am 

18 

signed  up.   I  just  didn't  mark  that  on  mine.  My  comments  are— 

19 

HEARING  OFFICER  LEE:   Excuse  me,  please.  May  we  haw 

20 

your  name? 

21 

MS.  JOHNSON:   Yes.   Just  a  minute. 

22 

My  cormients  are  on  behalf  of  Mary  Daniels,  President 

23 

of  the  Tri-County  Ranchers  Association.  My  name  is  Colleen 

24 

K.  Johnson. 

25 

It  seem  apparent  that  the  purpose  of  the  amendments, 
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Che  Powder  River  Management  Framework  Plan  Amendments,  Is  to 
make  federal  coal  available  for  coal  leasing  in  1982.   It 
seems  apparent  also  that  the  purpose  of  this  meeting  is  to 
justify  by  the  use  of  public  participation  an  already- 
determined  leasing  plan. 

We  still  maintain  that  the  management  framework 
plans  are  inadequate.   Testimony  was  given  at  the  hearing  on 
the  Draft  Environmental  Statement,  Federal  Coal  Management 
Program,  Billings,  Montana,  January  24th,  1979.   The  MFP's 
were  written  with  a  bias  towards  coal  leasing  and  coal 
development.   The  data  contained  in  the  MFP's  is  certainly  not 
a  sufficient  base  for  making  lease  decisions. 

Since  coal  leasing  is  the  major  issue  of  this  land 
use  plan,  the  land  and  its  present  use  is  being  shortchanged. 
The  effects  of  coal  leasing  on  the  agricultural  economy  should 
have  a  thorough  analysis  which  it  does  not  now  have.   An 
environmental  analysis  assessing  impacts  of  coal  leasing  on 
agricultural  productivity,  the  social  community,  et  cetera, 
must  be  done  on  the  whole  land  use  plan,  not  just  a  new  amend- 
ment. This  should  have  been  done  prior  to  the  amendments. 

The  lands  unsuitability  criteria  process  does  not 
begin  to  fulfill  its  purpose.   Information  necessary  to  apply 
the  criteria  are  non-existent  and  the  exceptions  to  each 
criteria  render  them  meaningless  anyway. 

The  Department  of  Interior  originally  halted  federal 


23 
_t 

n 

24 

_r 


25 
J 
26 


J 

27 
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30 

) 

coal  leasing  because  it  was  disclosed  that  coal  production  was 

2 

decreasing  while  leasing  was  on  the  increase.   The  issue  of 

28 

3 

real  national  needs  versus  industry  wants  has  never  been  ade- 

4 

quately  researched  or  determined. 

Thank  you.   Do  you  wish  to  have  these  submitted  to 
you? 

_r 

J 

HEARING  0FFIC2R  LEE:   If  you—are  there  any  other 

: 

oral  statements?  Charles  F.  Conley,  Otter,  Montana. 

MR.  CONLEY:   My  name  is  Charles  F.  Conley  from  Otter 

10 

Montana. 

Jl 

I  came  down  here  tonight  with  a  typed-up  statement 

12 

to  say  what  I  think  and  to  hear  the  rest  of  the  people  talk. 

13 

I  am  a  rancher  in  the  Ashland  area,  and  prior  to  all 

~i 

14 

this  BLM  action  people  in  my  community,  eleven  of  us  ranchers, 

15 

decided  that  we  wouldn't  sell  our  acreages  to  the  energy 

16 
17 

company,  which  in  this  case  was  Utah  International,  affiliate, 
I  believe,  of  General  Electric,  and  at  that  time  we  just  kind 

18 

of  paddled  our  own  boat. 

iy 

We  went  to  a  good  attorney  and  we  did  a  lot  of 

20 

thinking,  and  we  drew  a  lease,  applied  it  to  all  this  material 

29 

21 

and  in  it  we  wrote  our  own  reclamation,  we  wrote  our  own  money 

22 

terms  and  all  the  coal  under  our  lands  is  owned  by  the  Federal 

23 

Government  and  most  of  the  coal  in  the  Moorhead  area  is  owned 

24 

— most  of  the  land  in  the  Moorhead  area  is  owned  by  the 

25 

ranchers  and  our  lease  covers  with  Utah  International  fifty- 

31 

some  thousand  acres  and  then  Utah  International  before  we  got 
all  this  worked  out,  our  lease  worked  out,  bought  from  one  of 
the  neighbors  seven  thousand  acres,  so  they  have  in  total  in 
the  Moorhead  area  about  sixty- some  thousand  acres  of  land  on 
which  they  have  the  surface — which  they  either  own  the  surface 
or  have  the  surface  agreement  to  mine  the  coal. 

Now,  this  lease  is  a  long,  involved  document,  and  I 
have  copies  of  it  here  that  I  will  turn  in  tonight,  so  that 
everybody  can  see  them  if  they  want  to,  even  the  money  terms, 
and  we  don't  go  along  with  the  reclamation  as  the  BLM  has  to  have 
it  through  legislation,  you  understand.  We  would  like  to 
change  the  reclamation  so  that  when  we  are--when  the  mining  is 
done  we  will  still  own  the  surface,  and  we  want  to  leave  that   29 
surface  the  way  we  want  to. 

Actually  we  think  that  we  can  improve  the  surface 
considerably  from  what  it  is.  We  are  not  interested  in  the 
original  contour  or  silver  sagebrush  and  prairie  dogs  and  any- 
thing like  that.  We  are  just  naturally  interested  in  leaving 
something  there  so  our  kids  and  grandkids  can  work  on  twenty- 
five  years  down  the  road,  and  the  reason  we  want  to  do  that  is 
not  because  of  the  money,  because  all  the  land  in  that  area 
which  is  under  lease  to  Utah  International  has  somewhere  in 
its  records  a  patent  from  the  United  States  Government  to  the 
people  that  own  that  land  now. 

We  are  not  newcomers  there — have  been  there  all  our 


32 

] 

lives.   That  land  means  more  to  me  than  anything  else,  just 

2 

anything,  but  the  Government  of  the  United  States  means  a  lot 
to  me,  too. 

4 

Quite  a  long  while  ago  I  see  a  lot  of  guys  volunteer 
to  die  for  the  Government  of  the  United  States.   They  weren't 
worried  about  a  way  of  life.   They  were  just  giving  it  all 
away  right  there,  and  I  think  the  country  is  in  the  shape  now 

8 

where  we  need  to  get  this  thing  going.  We  need  to  get  it  on 
the  road  and  get  the  energy.   I  don't  think  '82  is  a  bit  too 

10 

quick.   I  think  we  need — we  just  need  to  get  her  going  and  if 

11 

the  energy  in  that  country  is  what  this  country  needs,  twenty- 

12 

five  years  is  going  to  wash  me  out,  that's  for  sure,  but  it's 

18 

not  going  to  wash  out  my  kids  or  my  grandkids,  and  they  are 

29 

14 

going  to  have  it  left,  and  we  would  like  to  change  a  lot  of 

15 

the  things  in  this  management  plan  where  a  company  like  Utah 

16 

International,  a  big  company,  has  the  wherewithal  and  the 

17 

ability,  technicians  to  come  In,  take  the  coal,  get  the  energy 

18 

out,  get  it  into  the  blood  stream  of  the  nation,  get  it  out 

19 

there.   If  it  takes  the  coal  to  do  it  let's  do  it.   There  may 

JO 

21 

be  better  ways,  but  I  don't  think  we  have  got  time  to  look  for 
the  better  ways.   I  think  we  have  wasted  seven  years  right  now 

22 

worrying  about  the  rugs  when  the  house  is  on  fire.  We  just 

23 

got  to  get  goin0.   That's  the  way  I  feel  about  it. 

24 

Now,  that's  different  from  a  lot  of  you  guys  that 

BLM  sent  a  paper  out  and  they  asked  for  whether  we  are  willing 
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to  mine  the  coal,  not  willing  to  mine  the  coal,  whether  we  are 
undecided,  whether  we  have  an  existing  contract  to  the  company 
Well,  all  the  people  In  our  area  said  they  were  willing  to 
mine  the  cool,  and  that  Included  a  lot  of  people  that  weren't 
under  the  contract  with  Utah  International. 

I  myself  didn't  even  answer  the  paper  because  I 
wasn't  willing  to  mine  the  coal  under  the  BLM  terms  because  I 
don't  think  that  they  are  practical.   I  think  a  lot  of  recla- 
mation is  impractical.   I  think  a  lot  of  methods  of  leasing 
is  impractical.   I  think  that  there  should  be  some  type  of 
unitization  in  the  mine  area,  so  that  everybody  during  the 
life  of  that  resource  In  an  area  can  share  with  a  contract 
that  he  can  take  somewhere  if  he  doesn't  want  to  stay  there 
and  watch  the  mine  take  place,  which  a  lot  maybe  won't.   I 
think  I  will  stay  just  to  see  what  happens  to  the  ground,  but 
if  they  don't  want  to  take — if  they  don't  want  to  do  this  they 
should  have  a  contract  so  that  they  can  take  it  to  the  bank 
and  go  get  enough  money  to  go  somewhere  else,  and  then  they 
can  come  back  when  the  mining's  overj  the  kids  can  come  back; 
somebody's  kids  can  come  back. 

The  way  it  is  right  now  with  the  tax  laws  they  are 
such  that  they  are  driving  the  title  of  the  land  away  from  the 
individual  landowner  Into  the  hands  of  the  energy  companies 
by  virtue  of  the  capital  gains  tax. 

If  you  have  leased  it  such  as  we  have  done  they  call 
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it  ordinary  income  and  you  pay  ordinary  income  tax.   If  you 

2 

sell  it  outright  half  of  It's  marked  off  for  capital  gains. 

a 

I  think  that  needs  to  be  changed,  and  I  think  the  size  of  your 

l 

4 

leases--they  tell  me  that  your  leases  are  limited  to  2560 
acres.   I  think  that's  wrong.   I  think  that  the  company 
should  know  how  much  reserves  they  are  going  to  have  for  the 

7 

period  of  the  life  of  the  facility.   If  it  takes  thirty  years 

32 

8 

to  build  a  gasification  plant  and  wear  it  out  then  they 

■< 

should  commit  thirty  years  of  reserves  to  that  company  and  the 

10 

company  should  know  that  when  they  start  so  that  we  can  go 

11 

right  ahead  and  make  the  plans,  and  I  think  the  leasing  setup 

12 

is  wrong  in  the  fact  that  you  lease  this  land  with  a  big  bonus 

IS 

payment.  Your  offering  is  on  the  bonus  and  not  on  the  royalty 

14 

It's  on  the  bonus,  and  that  takes  the  money  away  from  the 

15 

company  and  ties  it  up  so  that  there  is  no  money  for  schools 

16 

and  roads  and  facilities  for  thinking  about  everything. 

J 

17 

I  think  that— I  think  that  we  need  to  think  about 

18 

this.  Ue  need  to  think  about  the  need  of  the  country.  I  am 

19 

not  concerned  about  the  BLM.  Hell,  the  plans  look  fine  to 

20 

me,  the  maps  look  accurate  enough,  and  God  only  knows  they 

21 

have  put  enough  time  and  vrork  on  them.  It's  just  that  we  have 

22 

got  the  thing  wrong  a  little  bit,  and  that's  why  I  don't — 

23 

that's  why  I  don't  go  for  this  management  plan. 

24 

You  can  put  me  down  as  not  liking  the  way  it  13, 

25 

but  you  can  sure  put  me  down  as  saying  if  the  United  States 
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needs  the  energy  I  will  help  them  mine  the  damn  coal,  and  I 

2 

3 

have  been  there  all  my  life,  and  I  am  going  to  be  there  when 
it's  done  if  I  ain't  dead,  so  that's  kind  of  the  way  I  feel 

4 

about  the  thing. 

It  probably  doesn't  have  any—it's  probably  a  commen1 
not  even  bearing  on  this,  because  I  don't  know  much  about  the 

7 

management  framework  plans  and  all  the  alphabet  and  all  that 

" 

sort  of  stuff*   I  just  know  my  country  pretty  good,  and  I 
think  I  know — I  think  I  know  what  this  country  needs,  too.  We 

10 

need  to  get  off  this  stump  and  quit  running  this  thing  around 

11 

and  around  and  around.   Hell,  this  is  three  impact  statements 

12 

we  have  had,  and  we  are  all  at  another  meeting  talking  about— 

13 

about  saving  the  country.   I  think— I  think  a  lot  of  the 

14 

ranching  community  has  got  the  wrong  idea  about  the  BLM  and 

15 

about  the  miners.   This  is  their  country,  too.  They  are  not 

16 

going  to  destroy  the  damn  thing.   They  are  not  going  to  put 

17 

arsenic  in  the  water.   They  are  not  going  to  do  that,  because 

18 

this  is  their  country. 

19 

MS,  KLUVER:   Have  you  ever  been  around  the  mine? 

20 

MR.  C0NLEY:  You  bet.   I  go  by  it  all  the  time. 

21 

MS.  KLUVER:   Where? 

22 

MR.  C0NLEY:   Decker. 

23 

MS.  KLUVER:   Decker  Coal  Mine? 

24 

MR.  C0NLEY:  You  bet.  Yes,  I  have  been  around  a  lot 

25 

of  them  and,  ma'am,  we— I  know  it's  a  bad  thing.   I  hate  it  as 
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bad  as  you  do.   Don't  think  I  don't. 

2 

In  seven  years  ago  when  we  drew  this  lease  there 

3 

wasn't  any  landowners  consent  thing.  We  just  said  in  our 

4 

homestead  patents  they  got  the  right  to  enter  in  and  mine  and 
remove  any  and  all  coal,  and  we  thought  the  lease  that  we  made 

• 

with  Utah  International  represented  the  best  possible  way  that 

7 

they  could  protect  our  land,  and  that's  what  we  were  there  for 

8 

is  to  protect  it,  and  that's  what  we  got  on  the  form  there. 

9 

Don't  sell  out.  Wait  until  we  see  what  we  got  here 

10 
11 

before  we  get  done  with  this  thing,  because  we  don't  want  to 
leave.  They  have  a  choice.   Hell,  I  can  make  a  living  working 

12 

with  my  back,  anything,  so  we  are  there  by  choice,  and  we  are 

13 

holding  the  land  by  choice,  holding  the  titles  to  our  land, 

14 

but  just  the  same  it's  not  going  to  do  much  good  to  have  Bear 

15 

Creek,  Montana,  if  we  lose  the  country,  and  that  could  happen 

16 

to  us. 

17 

Now,  I  know  I  got  a  neighbor  up  above  us  and  she 

18 

just  says  that  I  am.  a  plumb  damn  fool  to  think  that  Bear  Creek 

19 

Montana,  is  going  to  make  any  difference  to  the  United  States 

20 

and  what  the  United  States  and  how  the  United  States  comes 

21 

out,  but  maybe  it  won't  make  any  difference  but  at  least  it's 

22 

the  only  place  that  I  got  to  put  an  input,  it's  the  only  thing 

23 

that  I  have  to  lay  on  the  line,  and  the  country  is  important 

24 

to  me,  just— it's  first  important  to  me  is  the  country; 

25 

second  important  to  me  is  that  ground  at  Bear  Creek,  Montana, 
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1 

and  my  life  is  down  the  line  a  ways,  and  that's  the  way  it  is. 

2 

so  that's  why  I  am  here. 

3 

I  sure  thank  you. 

4 

HEARING  OFFICER  LEE:   Thank  you,  Charles. 
Are  there  any  other  oral  statements  to  be  made?   I 
have  a  card  from  Paul  Brown — checked  the  box  at  the  bottom. 

7 

Did  you  wish  to  make  a  statement? 

8 

That  concludes  the  oral  statements.   Excuse  me.   I 

» 

would  like  to  have  any  of  those  of  you  who  have  written  state- 

10 

ments,  both  those  who  presented  your  statements  orally,  if  you 

11 

have  your  written  statements  with  you  I  would  like  to  have  you 

12 

leave  those  here,  and  anyone  else  having  written  statements  to 

13 

submit,   I  would  like  to  have  them  left  here  also  before  you 

14 

leave. 

15 

In  closing  the  record — I  will  stand  up  so  you  can 

16 

hear  me--in  closing  the  record,  I  would  like  to  remind  you 

17 

that  the  testimony  received  at  this  hearing  will  be  available 

18 

in  the  form  of  a  transcript.   If  you  wish  to  receive  copies 

19 

of  the  transcript  please  leave  your  name  and  address  with  the 

JO 

court  reporter. 

21 

You  are  also  reminded  that  all  testimony  will  be 

22 

analyzed  by  the  Miles  City  District  Manager  and  a  written 

23 

record  of  that  analysis  will  be  prepared  and  will  be  available 

24 

for  inspection  at  the  district  office. 

25 

The  analysis  of  this  testimony  will  be  used  to 

38 

1 

determine  what  changes,  if  any,  are  required  in  the  Management 

2 
3 

Framework  Plan  decisions.   If  no  modifications  are  required 
as  a  result  of  this  testimony  the  Management  Framework  Plan 

4 

decision  will  become  effective  upon  concurrence  by  the  State 

'' 

Director. 

Implementation  of  the  decisions  will  be  accomplished 

7 

through  activity  planning  in  the  Powder  River  Regional  Coal 

8 

Environmental  Statement.   If  a  major  change  is  made  in  the 
July,  '79  update,  a  supplement  to  the  basic  document  will  be 

10 

prepared  and  printed,, 

11 

Distribution  of  the  supplement  update  and  final 

12 

Management  Framework  Plan  Amendments  will  be  made  to  those 

13 

persons  registered  at  this  hearing.   Anyone  else  desiring  a 

14 

copy  may  request  one  from  the  Miles  City  district  office.   The 

15 

Miles  City  office  is  located  west  of  Miles  City,  Post  Office 

16 

Box  940. 

17 

Are  there  any  other  comments?  This  hearing  is  now 

18 

closed.   I  appreciate  all  of  you  coming  and  I  appreciate  the 

19 

quality  of  the  statements  that  were  made  here.   They  will  be 

20 

of  great  help. 

21 

(The  hearing  was  then  concluded  at  the  hour  of 

22 
23 
24 

8:03  p.m.,  this  20th  day  of  Mayt  1980.) 

' 

wuc^7r^rw 

i 
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This  is  to  certify  that  the  attached  proceedings 

2 
3 

before  the  United  States  Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of 
Land  Management,  in  the  matter  of  a  hearing  for  the  amendments 

4 

to  portions  of  the  Decker-Birney,  South  Rosebud  and  Coalwood 
Management  Framework  Plans  at  the  Miles  City  Community  College 
Room  106,  Miles  City,  Montana,  on  Tuesday,  May  20,  1980,  were 
held  as  herein  appears  and  that  this  is  the  original  transcrip 

8 

thereof  for  the  file  of  the  Department  or  Commission. 

9 
10 
11 

'  ■lanhj^,^   ^Q T\£S^  .. . (L  ; 

CefctifledJ  Shorthand  Reporter 

and 

Registered  Professional  Reporter 
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COMMENTS  OF  CITIES  SERVICE  COMPANY  ON 

THE  POWDER  RIVER  AREA  MANAGEMENT  FRAMEWORK  PLAN 

UPDATE  REPORT  OF  1979 


Cities  Service  Company  wishes  to  thank  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  for  the  opportunity  to  present  these  comments  this 
evening.   In  making  these  remarks  we  do  not  intend  to  disparage 
the  efforts  of  the  Bureau  to  make  available  for  leasing  the  vast 
federal  coal  deposits  existing  in  the  State  of  Montana.   Cities 
Service  wholeheartedly  supports  your  efforts  in  this  regard. 
Cities  Service  is  equally  committed  to  the  rational  and  orderly 
development  of  coal  reserves  as  a  partial  solution  to  this 
nation's  pressing  energy  needs. 

Since  management's  decision  in  1979  to  actively  engage  in 
coal  production.  Cities  Service  has  followed  closely  your  efforts 
and  has  carefully  reviewed  the  Powder  River  Resource  Area  Manage- 
ment Framework  Plan  Update  Report  of  July  1979.   Nevertheless, 
Cities  Service  respectfully  requests  that  the  Bureau  withdraw 
the  Ashland(Decker-Birney) and  Otter  Creek  Coal  Fields  from  con- 
sideration for  leasing  in  1982.   The  reasons  for  this  request  will 
be  specified  later. 

This  request  is  made  with  the  understanding  that  the  Bureau 
has  already  begun  the  inventory  phase  of  a  new  coal  activity 
plan  that  may  enlarge  the  existing  Otter  Creek  and  Ashland  Coal 
Fields,  and  may  make  additional  federal  coal  reserves  available 
for  a  1986  lease  sale.   These  additional  federal  reserves  would 
be  adjacent  to  federal  reserves  being  proposed  for  leasing  in  1982. 


The  purpose  of  Cities  Service's  request,  for  a  delay  in 
the  leasing  of  the  Otter  Creek  and  Ashland  Coal  Fields  until 
at  least  1986,  is  not  to  frustrate  or  halt  the  Federal  coal 
leasing  program.   Rather,  it  is  Cities  Service's  purpose  to 
propose  that  the  leasing  of  Federal  Coal  in  those  fields  be 
accomplished  in  the  most  efficient  manner. 

The  reasons  for  Cities  Service's  request  for  a  delay  in 
leasing  are  as  follows: 

1 .   Two  federal  coal  sales,  one  in  1982  and  the  other  in 
1986  is  impractical  and  uneconomical.   Cities  Service  Company 
is  the  dominant  private  holder  of  surface  and  coal  in  the  Otter 
Creek  and  Ashland  coal  fields  area.   In  Townships  3S,  4S  and  5S, 
Range  45E,  Cities  has  surface  and/or  coal  interests  in  28,400 
acres.   In  the  Ashlandt Decker-Birney) coal  field,  as  delineated 
in  the  Management  Framework  Plan,  Cities  controls  79%  of  the 
surface  over  the  Federal  coal  and  73%  of  the  total  surface. 
Cities  is  currently  negotiating  for  control  of  private  coal 
underlying  approximately  1,800  acres  in  the  Ashland  field. 

In  the  Otter  Creek  coal  field  Cities  controls  64%  of  the 
surface  over  the  Federal  coal  and  76%  of  the  total  surface. 
Cities  is  currently  negotiating  for  control  of  private  coal 
underlying  approximately  3,000  acres  in  the  Otter  Creek  field. 
Furthermore,  Cities  possesses  an  approximately  equal  ownership 
position  in  properties  directly  adjacent  to  the  Management 
Framework  Plan  delineated  Otter  Creek  and  Ashland  coal  fields. 


Consequently,  Cities  has  expected  to  bid  on  the  federal  coal  in 
these  two  fields  when  the  lease  sales  were  held. 

Cities,  however,  did  not  expect  the  lease  sales  to  occur 
in  1982,  nor  did  it  expect  that  the  leasing  program  would  be 
based  on  the  Management  Framework  Plan  developed  in  the  mid 
70's  which  utilized  incomplete  and  outdated  reserve  data.   Cities 
expected  that  the  new  Coal  Resource  Occurrence  Maps  would  be 
developed  in  time  to  be  used  for  the  delineation  of  the  coal 
fields.   These  maps,  which  are  just  now  beginning  to  become 
available,  are  showing  and  will  continue  to  show  additional 
high  and  moderate  development  potential  coal  outside  the  pre- 
sently delineated  fields.   Cities  recognizes  that  the  regulations 
allow  leasing  to  go  forward  with  best  available  data  if  the  CRO/ 
CDP  maps  are  not  available.   However,  because  of  the  extremely 
poor  and  incomplete  data  in  these  particular  areas,  initial 
"piecemeal"  leasing  on  the  basis  of  the  old,  incomplete  data 
will  result  in  far  less  than  the  optimum  development  of  the 
coal  resource. 

If  leasing  does  go  forward  with  this  old  data.  Cities  or 
any  other  bidder  is  presented  with  a  dilemma.   Should  Cities 
Service  Company  bid  at  the  1982  sale  realizing  that  the  federal 
coal  reserves  available  for  leasing  are  not  sufficient  to  sup- 
port the  logical  development  of  the  area  and  hope  the  required 
additional  federal  reserves  will  become  available  for  leasing 
in  1986?   With  this  scenario  should  Cities  then  struggle  with 


the  ten  (10)  year  due  diligence  requirement  when,  in  1982,  only 
a  part  of  the  federal  reserves  in  the  area  are  available  for 
leasing.   Or  should  Cities  simply  not  bid  at  all  at  the  1982 
sale  and  await  for  the  full  delineation  and  determination  of 
the  availability  of  the  adjacent  federal  reserves?   This  dilemma, 
despite  its  substantial  holdings  in  the  area,  certainly  dampens 
Cities  Service  Company's  enthusiasm  to  participate  in  the  1982 
bidding  process.   And,  we  believe  the  necessary  consequences 
of  this  piecemeal  leasing  process  will  be  a  diminished  interest 
in  the  1982  sale.   A  more  rational  plan  would  be  to  delay  the 
1982  sale  until  further  delineations  with  respect  to  the  addi- 
tional reserves  have  been  completed. 

2.   It  is  necessary  that  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
obtain  the  surface  owner  consent  of  Cities  Service  Company 
before  making  these  lands  in  the  Otter  Creek  and  Ashland  Coal 
Fields  available  for  federal  leasing. 

Section  714(c)  of  the  Surface  Mining  Control  and  Reclamation 
Act  provides,  in  part:  "The  Secretary  shall  not  enter  into  any 
lease  of  Federal  coal  deposits  until  the  surface  owner  has 
given  written  consent  to  enter  and  commence  surface  mining 
operations  and  the  Secretary  has  obtained  evidence  of  such 
consent. " 

This  requirement  also  exists  at  Section  3427.1  of  the  July 
19,  1979  Rules  and  Regulations  implementing  the  Federal  Coal 
Management  Program.   An  affiliated  company  of  Cities  Service 
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obtained  exclusive  surface  rights  pursuant  to  surface  leases 
entered  into  before  the  August  3,  1977  implementation  date  of 
the  Federal  Surface  Mining  Control  and  Reclamation  Act.   As 
previously  mentioned,  much  of  the  lands  covered  in  Cities' 
surface  leases  overlie  federal  coal  which  is  proposed  to  be 
made  available  for  lease  sale  in  1982. 

Under  the  terms  of  Cities'  surface  leases,  the  surface 
owner  granted  the  lessee  the  exclusive  right  to  use  and  control 
the  use  of  the  lands  for  prospecting  for  and  mining  coal.   More- 
over, the  surface  owner  granted  the  lessee  the  exclusive  right 
to  negotiate  with  other  parties  for  the  use  of  the  surface  for 
exploring  for  and  mining  coal.   Cities  Service  paid  and  is  con- 
tinuing to  pay  substantial  amounts  of  money  to  acquire  and  retain 
these  rights.   Cities  Service  believes  that  it  is  legally  en- 
titled, pursuant  to  the  rights  granted  by  the  surface  owner 
under  its  surface  leases,  to  specify  whether  it  desires  or  does 
not  desire  to  have  the  federal  coal  underlying  its  surface 
leases  made  available  for  lease  sale,  and  such  right  was  not 
affected  by  the  adoption  of  the  Surface  Mining  Control  and 
Reclamation  Act.   Indeed,  5714(g)  of  the  Surface  Mining  Control 
and  Reclamation  Act  provides  that  the  surface-owner  protection 
provision  shall  not  be  "construed  as  increasing  or  diminishing 
any  property  right  by  the  United  States  or  by  any  other  land- 
owners."  Consequently,  it  is  Cities  Service's  position  that 
before  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  can  make  available  for 


leasing  federal  coal  underlying  surface  controlled  by  Cities, 
that  it  must  obtain  Cities'  consent.   Otherwise,  the  statutory 
intent  of  5714(g)  is  both  frustrated  and  ignored.   The  failure 
of  the  Bureau  to  seek  Cities  Service's  preference  in  the  leas- 
ing activity  thus  by-passes  one  of  the  required  procedural  steps. 

3.   The  1982  Lease  Sale  is  not  in  accordance  with  the 
Rules  and  Regulations  of  the  Federal  Land  Policy  Management 
Act. 

The  majority  of  the  planning  which  is  the  basis  of  the  1982 
lease  sale  occurred  prior  to  the  adoption  of  the  rules  and  regu- 
lations implementing  the  Federal  Coal  Management  Program,  and 
prior  to  the  passage  of  the  Federal  Surface  Mining  Control  and 
Reclamation  Act.   Consequently,  the  process  leading  to  the 
Management  Framework  Plan  and  the  1982  lease  sale  is  flawed  in 
that  it  omits  numerous  procedures  and  safeguards  that  exist  under 
the  current  statutes  and  regulations  (e.g.  detailed  statement 
required  by  30  U.S.C.  51272(d)). 

However,  the  proposed  1986  lease  sale  will  be  the  culmination 
of  a  process  which  complies  entirely  with  the  current  regulatory 
scheme,  which  further  supports  Cities'  position  that  the  Otter 
Creek  and  Ashland  Coal  Fields  should  be  withdrawn  from  the  1982 
lease  sale  and  made  available  in  1986. 

Cities  Service  is  also  aware  that  the  notice  setting  this 
hearing  stated  that  the  coal  field  delineation  was  not  open  for 
discussion.   However,  it  is  Cities  Service's  position  that  the 


field  delineation  erroneously  considered  and  excluded  privately 
held  coal  reserves  thus  exceeding  statutory  authority,  and  ex- 
cluded federal  coal  on  the  basis  of  unsound  scientific  data, 
and  inadequate  environmental  and  land  use  planning  data  as 
required  by  FLPMA,  thus  preventing  an  objective  decision  being 
made  in  the  field  delineation.   If  this  public  hearing  is  not 
the  proper  time  for  questioning  the  factors  considered  and  the 
method  used  in  the  field  delineation  then  Cities  Service  would 
ask  at  what  point  such  a  challenge  can  be  made  to  satisfy  pro- 
cedural due  process? 

4 .   Coal  gasification  and  liquefaction  require  substantial 
coal  reserves  to  justify  the  required  economic  investment. 

There  is  one  further  compelling  reason  why  Cities  Service 
would  like  to  see  the  Otter  Creek  and  Ashland  Coal  Fields  (as 
currently  delineated)  expanded  to  include  additional  federal 
coal  reserves  and  leasing  postponed  until  at  least  1986.   This 
reason  is  based  upon  Cities  Service's  belief  that  this  area 
could  be  capable  of  producing  sufficient  coal  to  sustain  a  coal 
gasification  and/or  liquefaction  facility. 

As  you  are  aware,  the  government  is  currently  spending 
millions  of  dollars  to  support  research  in  synfuels  production 
from  coal,  and  government  policy  favors  making  available  suffi- 
cient coal  reserves  for  synfuel  production.   Because  of  the 
anticipated  large  investments  required  to  construct  and  operate 
synfuels  plants  the  close  proximity  of  sufficient  coal  reserves 
is  necessary  to  justify  construction  and  operation  of  such  facilities. 


In  1976,  Cities  Service  Gas  Exploration  Company  filed  with 
the  Bureau  a  document  which  nominated  tracts  in  this  area,  both 
within  and  adjacent  to  the  Ashland  and  Otter  Creek  Fields,  for 
leasing  for  coal  gasification  purposes.   Cities  Service  Company 
has  not  eliminated  the  possibility  of  such  a  facility  but  recom- 
mends postponing  the  proposed  1982  leasing  date  until  at  least 
1986  to  allow  further  advancements  to  be  made  in  synfuels  research 
and  to  allow  additional  coal  reserves  to  be  attributed  to  these 
coal  fields.   Such  a  position  by  the  Bureau  would  help  insure  a 
sufficient  coal  reserve  availability  for  possible  utilization  of 
advanced  synfuel  technology  and  would  be  consistent  with  govern- 
ment policy. 

In  closing,  Cities  Service  realizes  that  its  request  to 
delay  leasing  in  the  Otter  Creek  and  Ashland  coal  fields  until 
1986  should  not  frustrate  the  federal  leasing  process.   Never- 
theless, Cities  Service  feels  that,  in  light  of  its  property 
position  in  this  area,  its  recommendations  should  have  some 
bearing  on  the  federal  decision  regarding  leasing.   Otherwise, 
the  policies  of  maximum  utilization  of  a  federal  coal  reserve 
and  realization  of  the  fair  market  value  thereof  may  not  be 
realized.- 

For  the  above  reasons,  Cities  Service  Company  respectfully 
requests  that  the  Bureau  withdraw  the  Otter  Creek  and  Ashland 
{Decker-Birnej)  Coal  Fields  from  further  consideration  for  leasing 
in  1982  and  expand  the  delineation  of  these  coal  fields  to  in- 
clude additional  adjacent  coal  with  a  target  leasing  date  of  1986. 
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The  foregoing  comments  were  not  intended  as  a  complete 
compilation  of  all  of  the  possible  reasons  or  objections  sup- 
porting a  delay  in  the  leasing  process  until  1986.   And,  in 
raising  the  foregoing  comments,  Cities  Service  did  not  intend 
to  and  does  not  waive  its  right  to  raise  additional  issues  or 
objections  to  the  Management  Framework  Plan  or  the  proposed 
leasing  schedule  at  a  later  date. 

Thank  you  I 


33 
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PATTY  KLUVER 


Public  Hearing  relating  to  the  Powder  Hiver  Resource  Area  ri.anagement 

Framework  Plan  and  Amendments 

May  20,  1900  -  7  p.m.   At  i>  ile3  Community  College  -  Room  106 

Gentlemen i 

We  who  are  present  at  this  public  hearing  have  driven  some  distance 
to  attend  ttefc»  haaring.   We  have  come  with  the  usual  misgivings, 
wondering  if  our  views  and  apprehensions  will  be  absorbed,  acknow- 
ledged, or  simply  brushed  aside.   We  are  very  aware  thbt  the  Federal 
officials  in  Washington  want  to  mine  the  coal,  no  matter  what  the 
cost  to  the  environment  of  the  Northern  Great  Plains.   We  have  found 
our  lands  are  designated  a  "National  Sacrifice  Area,"  and  those 
officials  in  Washington,  in  the  Depta.  of  Interior  and  Energy,  would 
recognize  no   opposition.   Their  intent  is  obvious  from  the  Environ- 
mental Impact  Statements  they  have  published.   The  decision  makers 
of  those ■ departments  •  regard  the  Federal  land  and  minerals  as  their 
own,  much  like  the  next  largest  landowner  in  Montana,  the  Burling- 
ton Northern  railroad.   In  the  higher  echelons  of  the  B.L.M.,  there 
is  no  concern  for  an  adjacent  landowner;  There  is  only  window  dress- 
ing. 

Kay  the  advocates  in  the  B.L.t...  whorwould  sftripmine  the  coal 
beds  of  Montana  be  reminded,  theirs  is  a  Federal  trust.   They  don't 
own  the  land  or  coal.   The  American  people  own  it,  you  and  me.   In 
addition,  some  of  us  pay  taxes  on  a  little  more,  the  surface  over- 
laying the  coal,  and  we  own  the  water  rights  to  that  ground  water 
which  flows  through  the  coal  veins. 

In  the  Summary  of  ?eabody  Coal  Company's  Big  Sky  Expansion, 
under  the  heading,  Sunmar'/  of  adverse,  unavoidable  environmental 
impacts,  C.  we  read,  "Existing  local  aquifers  would  be  destroyed; 
the  returned  suoils,  where  ^aturn^.ed,  would^contai;^  water  .of  ^oor 

quality  unsuitable  for  domestic  or  livestock  use." 

j_ , ^  _  .   . 

No  where  in  any  Enwironnental  Impact  Statement  ha-ve  •£  read  is 

a  reasonable,  practical,  acceptable  solution  to  the  loss  of  the 

shallow  groundwater  aquifer,  to  the  landowners  surrounding  the 

mine  areas;  or  to  the  livestock  and  wildlife  who  might  drink  fro;t 

the  poisoned  water. 
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In  March,  1975.  tests  of  the  water  in  Rosebud  creek  above 
Pony  creek  revealed  the  following!  "Of  all  constituents,  only  the 
concentration  of  dissolved  arsenic  showed  an  anomaly.   It  was  ana- 
lyzed from  the  March, 5.  1975  sample,  and  had  a  moderately  high 
concentration  of  28  ugA.   The  sample  was  collected  at  ^  hggh  flow 


when  the  relative  proportion  of  overland  run-off  was  hi^h.  Un- 
fortunately, this  sample  was  not  analyzed  for  many  of  the  other 
total  and  disso lved  tra«e  metals , 

Where  did  that  Arsenic  come  from?   It  is  not  a  natural  element 
of  the  area.   It  must  have  come  from  somewhere? 

The  site  where  that  sample  was  collected  is  just  below  the 
mouth  of  Cow  creek,  on  our  property.   Cow  creek  heads  adjacent  to 
the  mine  operations  of  both  Peabody  Coal  Company's  Big  Sky  mine, 
and  Western  Energy's  Rosebud  mine.   It  is  not  unreasonable  to  sus- 
pect the  origin  of  that  arsenic. 

The  tests  were  a  part  of  the  U.  S.  G.  S  Water  Resources  Inves- 
tigations 77-78.   One  wonders,  in  the  subsequent  tests,  were  any  made 
for  Arsenic  again? 

As  the  livestock  producer  and  landowner  of  that  property  where 
the  Arsenic  was  found,  I  believe  the  U.S.G.S.  and  the  B.L.to.  should 
have  kept  me  advised  of  later  tests  for  trace  metals,  OR5**t=eifcU 
tte***s»iiipifc_a!n_r^ ?   Was  the  appearance  of  Arsenic  treated  as  an  anomaly 
and  totally  disregarded?  Id  like  the  answer. 

In  the  Bulletin,  102,  "Hydrolgeolopic  Conditions  and  Bro.iections 
Related  to  Lining  near  Colstrip,  Southeastern  Montana,  authored  by 
Wayne  Van  Voast  and  associates,  there  was  another  anomaly.   The 
studies  conducted  of  the  region  were  confined  to  thfi  area  above, 
up  the  groundwater  stream  from  the  actual  mine  operations.   Only 
cursory  examination  of  the  lower  part  of  the  incline  was  conducted, 
and  certainly  it  was  questionable.   For  example,  the  maps  in  the 
back  of  the  bulletin  illustrated  our  ranch  to  have  the  only  moveable 
well  I  have  ever  heard  of.   It  was  moved  to  two  different  locations 
in  one  section,  and  into  another  section.   Finally,  i,t  became  two 
wells  in  a  section  adjacent  to  the  one  where  it  is^YocVted.  *ls>p4|&-, 
because  I  called  attention  to  the  obvious  error,  the  wandering  well 
was  renoved  from  the  maps  altogether,  in  the  later  publications* 
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In  the  EIS  authored  by  the  Bonneville  Power  Administration  is 
this  answer  to  a  letter  of  critieism,  "If  Areas  C.  and  P.,  at 
Colstri,:.  are  mined,  the  witer  flowing  in  the  Rosebud  coal  vein 
will  be  lost  forever." 

Gentiemew.our  family  ranch  holdings  are  adjacent  to  the 
Western  Energy  mine  operation  at  Colstrip.   The  survival  of  our 
livestock  producing  business  depends  on  the  groundwater  coming 
from  the  Rosebud  coal  vein.  A  part  of  our  ranch  has  already  seen 
the  contamination  of  water,  a  sharp  increase  in  mineral  content. 
Arsenic  was  first  found  just  below  the  mouth  of  Cow  creek,  drain- 
ing from  the  nines.   Yet,  we  have  been  unable  to  attract  more 
than  cursory  attention  to  our  problem.. 

Last  year,  our  shallow  domestic  well  became  unfit  to  use. 
Our  new  well  was  drilled  to  840  ft,  in  order  to  find  water  £aet 
for  domestic  use.   We  can  ill  afford  the  $10,000.  it  cost  ts  *a-\ff\) 
i&Uig*  everv  well  and  spring  on  our  ranch.   There  are  fourteen  wells 
and  innumerable  springs.   If  the  coal  is  mined  in  areas  C.  and  D. , 
how  do  you  propose  to  provide  water  for  our  lands,  and  for  those 
of  our  neighbors  who  will  also  find  their  wells  and  springs  run 
dry?  It  will  be  your  problem. 

Why  do  the  people  employed  by  Peabody  coal  Co.  living  at  the 
Snider  trailer  court,  find  it  necessary  to  haul  their  drinking 
water  fron  other  places? 

Why  is  it  necessiry  that  Mont.  Power  Co.  pump  water  from  the 
Yellowstone  for  use  in  the  ge  erating  plants  and  for  domestic  use 
as  well,  at  Colstrip? 

The  lust  for  cheap  coal  to  assauge  the  Energy  crisis  in  these 
United  States  has  already  started  a  cancer.   You  have  been  a  party 
to  the  crime.   You  are  selling  a  Public  trust  tor  Energy,  taking 
the  easy  way;  the  :nore  lucrative  way,  but  in  the  long  tern  you  have 
sold  out  a  part  of  America.   That  cancer  is  the  loss  of  groundwater 
in  a  vast  region,  including  the  water  of  the  Yellowstone  river. 
You  have  started  that  cancer,  and  how  and  what  do  you  propose  to 
do?  Whatever  you  propose,  do  it  before  you  destroy  the  property 
of  others.   The  credability  of  the  B.L.t'..  is  at  stake.  How  would 
you  like  it  to  read  in  History?  \   ,\  \\    A \  *\ 
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Powder  River  Resource  Area  MFP  Amendments 

Public  Hearing,  Miles  City,  Montana       May  20,  I98O 

Testimony  of  Walter  Archer,  Powder  River  Protective  Association 

My  name  is  Walter  Archer.   I  operate  a  ranch  near  Olive, 
Montana,  and  I  own  surface  over  Federal  coal.   I  am  President 
of  the  Powder  River  Protective  Association,  an  affiliate  of  the 
Northern  Plains  Resource  Council. 

I'm  pretty  new  to  the  BLM  coal  leasing  and  planning  process, 
so  when  I  wanted  to  find  out  what  these  amendments  were  all  about, 
I  looked  at  the  last  coal  planning  document  that  BLM  prepared,  the 
Redwater  MFP.   The  comments  on  that  MPP  seemed  to  fit  pretty  well 
to  this  plan  we're  discussing  tonight. 

I've  been  to  two  meetings  held  by  BLM  recently  in  Broadus 
on  land  use  planning — at  least  I  think  they  were  on  land  use 
planning.   There  was  a  'workshop'  on  these  amendments,  and  then  there 
was  another  meeting  last  Wednesday,  and  I  don't  even  think  the  BLM 
knew  what  it  was  for..   They  made  up  a  new  name — "issue  gathering"-- 
to  describe  it.   We've  also  had  BLM  meetings  on  wilderness  in  the 
last  couple  of  weeks.   A  suspicious  person  might  think  that  the 
BLM  was  trying  to  wear  us  out,  to  limit  our  criticisms..  -Public 
Participation"  seems  to  have  been  used  as  a  nuisance,  and  not  as  a 
contribution  to  sound  planning. 

In  any  event,  I  know  that  all  of  the  people  I've  talked  to — 
including  surface  owners  and  public  officials — are  confused  by 
what  the  BLM  is  doing.   They  are  confused  by  the  surface  owner 
consultation  letters,  confused  by  all  of  the  meetings,  confused  by 
the  vague  and  inadequate  notices,  confused  by  BLM  jargon,  and  confused 
by  the  morass  of  BLM  planning  underway.   I'm  supposed  to  follow,  u 
understand,  and  comment  on  the  Powder  River  Resource  Area  MFP  Update . 
the  Powder  River  Resource  Area  Amendments,  the  Powder  River  Resource 
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Area  Resource  Management  Plan,  the  original  EMARS  land  use  plans 
which  these  amendments  refer  to,  and  the  activities  of  the  Powder 
River  Regional  Coal  Team — which  conveniently  held  its  last 
meeting  in  Cheyenne,  Wyoming. 

Now,  maybe  I'm  just  stupid,  if  I  can't  follow  all  of  that. 
Maybe  everyone  else  in  my  county  is,  too. 

But  I  don't  think  so.   I  think  that  the  problem  is  the  huge 
rush  BLM  is  putting  on  in  order  to  lease  coal.   I  think  it  is 
the  BLM' s  problem,  and  not  the  public's  problem,  that  the  public 
doesn't  even  know  what  is  going  on,  let  alone  understand  what 
all  this  BLM  jargon  means.   I  think  that  it  is  the  BLM's  problem, 
not  the  publics  problem,  that  BLM  personnel  have  outnumbered 
the  interested  citizens  at  the  last  couple  of  meetings  on 
planning  in  Broadus.   And  I  think  that  the  result  of  all  this 
is  that  BLM  has  again  managed  to  make  a  farce  out  of  public 
participation. 

I  have  found  out  a  little,  though,  by  going  over  these 
amendments  and  comparing  them  to  BLM's  planning  regulations. 
Before  I  go  into  that,  let  me  discuss  one  limitation  on  public 
participation  that  BLM  had  no  control  over,  the  volcano.   I  would 
suggest  that  the  Record  be  left  open  for  written  comment,  for 
fifteen  days  or  so,  to  accomodate  those  who  could  not  make  it 
here  tonight  because  of  the  rather  unsettled  atmosphere.. 

The  Federal  coal  manfe-gement  regulations  require  this  to 
be  a  comprehensive,  multiple-use  land  use  plan.   If  my  dictionary 
is  accurate,  this  is  a  coal  management  plan,  not  a  multiple — use 
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plan.   The  BLM  has  ignored  agriculture,  the  major  surface  use 
in  the  area..   BLM  is  planning  for  private  surface,  currently 
used  for  agricultural  production,  and  there  is  nothing  in 
the  amendments  which  tells  me  what  will  happen  to  that  land  if 
the  coal  is  leased.   This,  incidentally,  is  not  the  first  time 
BLM  has  heard  this  complaint.   It  was  made  by  surface  owners  and 
other  ranchers  and  farmers  in  the  case  of  the  Redwater  MPP.   BLM 
should  have  its  unsatisfactory  answer  reply  already  written. 

BLM  does  describe  one  thing  that  will  happen  to  private 
surface  if. this  plan  is  adopted.   The  surface  will  be  inventoried. 
Most  of  the  unsuitability  criteria  work  hasn't  been  done  yet, 
since  the  inventories — for  wildlife,  soils,  hydrology,  and 
historical  and  archaeological  sites — isn't  finished.   Most  of 
it  isn't  even  started.    Some  of  it  won't  be  finished  until  the 
end  of  1981 — for  a  coal  lease  sale  in  1982. 

According  to  the  BLM,  the  unsuitability  criteria  are  only 
complete  for  7,000  out  of  120,000  acresi  the  way  I  figure  it, 
this  means  that  this  amounts  to  about  2%   of  a  land  use  plan.. 

There  is  nothing  in  here  to  tell  me  if  any  of  this  land 
1b  reclaimable,  although  if  I  were  to  petition  the  Office  of 
Surface  Mining  to  declare  it  unsuitable  because  of  reclaimability 
problems,  this  land  use  plan  would  be  the  basis  for  judging  the 
petition. 

The  environmental  analysis  was  done  on  not  leasing  coal, 
but  there  is  no  analysis  of  leasing  coal.   The  introduction 
saya  that  "The  current  Powder  River  Resource  Area  MFP  amendments 
concentrate  on  analyzing  the  surface  values  and  uses  (private 
lands  included)  which  might  be  affected  by  the  leasing  and 
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development  of  Federal  coal."   But  there  is  no  such  analysis 
anywhere  in  the  Amendments  regarding  agriculture.   The  letter 
sent  to  surface  owners  was  slanted  to  get  a  favorable  or 
neutral  response,  and  it  was  so  confusing  that  about  half 
the  surface  owners  filed  it  in  the  round  file. 

This  is,  I  suppose,  what  BLM  calls  "special  efforts'*  to 
allow  public  input. 

When  I  went  to  the  BLM  workshop,  I  found  that  BLM  had 
left  about  half  my  land  off  the  surface  owner  response  overlay. 
I'm  sure  they  will  say  that  thi6  was  'inadvertant' ,  and  I  believe 
them.   But  what  other  land  was  ' inadvertantly '  missed,  or  left 
out.?  Were  other  surface  owners  inadvertantly  left  out  of  the 
consultation  process?  Was  unsuitable  land  inadvertantly  missed?' 

In  one  case,  a  historical  site  BLM  determined  to  be  an 
unsuitable  site  was  left  in  because  BLM  applied  an  exception.. 
They  did  not  explain  why  an  exception  was  applied,  and  when 
we  asked  the  BLM  at  the  workshops,  they  didn't  know  where  the 
site  was  or  why  the  exception  was  applied. 

Pardon  me  if  I  express  some  skepticism  over  whether  the 
BLM's  error  in  my  particular  case  is  the  Dnly  one  caused  by 
their  haste  to  lease  coal.   BLM  simply  tried  to  do  too  big  a 
job  in  too  short  a  time. 

It  might  be  more  accurate  to  say  that  BLM  did  too  small 
a  job  in  too  short  a  time..   The  application  of  unsuitability 
criteria  is  only  2#  finished.   BLM  ignored  all  multiple-use 
conflicts  between  federal  coal  and  private  agricultural  surface-- 
in  fact,  they  ignored  multiple  use  and  agriculture  altogether. 
The  environmental  analysis  was  done  only  on  what  won't  happem 
what  will  happen  is  left  unknown. 


10-15 


Testimony  of  Walter  Archer,  page  five 

The  result  of  all  this  is  that  BLM  has  about  \1>   of  the 
information  that  is  supposed  to  be  in  this  plan.   To  include 
these  lands  in  the  upcoming  coal  lease  sale  in  the  face  of  the 
blatant  inadequacy  of  this  land  use  plan  is  a  travesty  of  the 
new  coal  management  program.   These  amendments  are  meaningless. 
In  effect,  the  planning  process  will  begin  with  industry  nominations. 
This  is  nothing  more  than  an  implementation  of  the  old,  illegal, 
EMARS  leasing  program  In  a  new  wrapper. 

BLM  has  a  choice.   It  is  just  beginning  a  Resource  Management 
Plan  for  this  area.   Get  the  rest  of  the  data,  do  a  decent  analysis 
<nd  EIS,  remember  agriculture,  and  do  it  right  this  time.   BLM 
might  have  an  adequate  land  use  plan  completed  by  1984.   These 
amendments  are  not  adequate  as  the  basis  for  a  coal  lease. 


Tri-County  Ranchers  Association 

Blrney.  Montana  S90I2 

May  17,  I960 

POWDER  RIVER  MANAGEMENT  FRAMEWORK  FLAN  AMENDMENTS 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  meeting 

Miles  City  Community  College  Room  106,  May  20,  1980 

It  seems  apparent  that  the  purpose  of  the  amendments 
(Powder  River  Management  Framework  Plan's  amendments)  is 
to  make  Federal  coal  available  for  coal  leasing  in  1962. 

It  eeeme  apparent  that  the  purpose  of  this  meeting  is  to 
Justify  by  the  use  of  "public  participation"  an  already 
determined  leasing  plan. 

We  still  maintain  that  the  Management  Framework  Plana  are 
inadequate.   (testimony  at  Hearing,  Draft  Environmental 
statement,  Federal  Coal  Management  Program,  Billings,  MT, 
January  24,  1979)   They  are  written  with  a  bias  towards 
coal  leasing  and  development.   The  data  contained  in  the  MFPs 
is  certainly  not  sufficient  base  for  making  lease  decisions. 

Since  coal  leasing  is  the  major  issue  of  this  "Land"  use  plan, 
the  land  and  Its  present  use  is  being  shortchanged.   The 
effects  of  coal  leasing  on  the  agricultural  economy  should 
have  a  thorough  analysis. . .which  it  does  not  now  have. 

An  Environmental  analysis  (assessing  impacts  of  coal  leasing 
on  agricultural  productivity,  the  social  community,  etc.,) 
must  be  done  on  the  whole  land  use  plan,  not  just  the  new 
amendments.   This  should  have  been  done  prior  to  amendments. 

The  Lands  Unsuitability  Criteria  process  does  not  begin  to 
fulfill  its  purpose.   Information  necessary  to  apply  the 
criteria  is  non-existant  and  the  exceptions  to  each  criteria 
render  them  meaningless  anyway. 

The  Department  of  the  Interior  originally  halted  Federal 
coal  leasing  because  it  was  disclosed  that  coal  production 
was  decreasing  while  leasing  was  on  the  increase.   The  issue 
of  real  national  need  vs  industry  want  has  never  been  adequately 
researched  or  determined. 

-+  ■      //    . 
• ,  i  ■  -  .  i    - 

Mary  Daniels,  President, 
Tri-County  Ranchers  Assoc. 


^S   BURLINGTON  NORTHERN 

ENERGY  AND  MINERALS  DEPARTMENT 
COAL  AND  MINERALS  DIVISION 

800  First  Northwestern  Bank  Center 
175  North  27th  Street 
Billings,  Montana  59101 
Telephone  14061  259  4521 

May  20,  1980 

Mr  .  George  Neuberg 

District  Office  -  Miles  Clt 

y 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Box  940 

Miles  City,  Montana   59301 

Dear  Mr.  Neuberg: 

Comments  on  Powder  River 

Rest 

urce  Area  MFP  Amendments 

We  are  pleased  to  have 

this 

opportunity  to  comment  on  the 

recent  Management  Framework 

Plat 

amendments  and  decisions.   Since 

our  Company's  mineral  owner 

ship 

in  eastern  Montana  coal  fields  is 

Intimately  Intermingled  wit 

h  fed 

eral  mineral  ownership,  decisions 

regarding  availability  of  f 

edera 

1  coal  are  of  vital  interest  to 

Burlington  Northern  Inc. 

One  of  our  principal  c 

,ncer 

ns  is  that  removal  of  federal  coal 

from  leasing  consideration 

Jill 

prevent  BNI  and  our  lessees  from 

developing  coal  on  adjacent 

BNI 

mineral  ownership.   Within  the  coal 

fields  of  the  South  Rosebud 

and 

Coalwood  Areas,  nearly  half  of  the 

coal  Is  owned  by  BNI;  and  a 

subs 

cantlal  portion  of  that  coal  has  been 

leased  to  energy  companies. 

Because  of  the  checkerboard 

nature  of  the  mineral  ownership 

in  these  areas,  logical  mln 

ng  u 

nits  generally  cannot  be  outlined 

without  inclusion  of  federa 

L,  and  therefore  coal  cannot  be  mined 

Mr.  George  Neuberg 

May  20,  1980 

Page  2 

In  areas  where  federal  c 

oal  has  been  made  unavailable 

for  leasing. 

The  Powder  River  Resourc 

e  Area  MFP  Amendments  show  that  some  410 

million  tons  of  federal 

coal  have  been  removed  from  further  leasing 

consideration  In  the  Sou 

th  Rosebud  and  Coalwood  Areas 

either  by 

negative  surface  owner  v 

lews  or  by  the  application  of 

unsuitability 

criteria.    In  view  of  th 

e  fact  that  approximately  half  of  the  coal 

in  these  areas  Is  owned 

by  BNI,  we  must  recognize  the 

loss  of  a 

similar  amount  of  coal. 

Such  an  amount  of  c 

oal  can  represent  a  sizeable  financial 

loss  in  royalties  alone. 

At  today's  prices  of  roughly  $10  per  ton. 

with  royalties  of  124!, 

BNI's  loss  could  amount  to  an 

excess  of  one- 

half  billion  dollars,  no 

t  to  mention  potential  losses 

ln  transpor- 

tatlon  revenues  and  othe 

r  related  income.   The  people 

of  Montana 

would  stand  to  lose  over 

one  billion  dollars  In  state 

on  the  410  million  tons 

as  well. 

Deletion  of  federal 

coal  because  of  negative  surl 

views  represents  a  parti 

cular  problem  to  BNI  since,  li- 

the case  of 

severed  mineral  rights. 

the  mineral  owner  may  be  confi 

onted  with 

a  substantial  loss.   The 

most  obvious  case  in  the  MFP 

Amendments 

is  that  of  the  Creenleaf 

-Miller  Creek  coal  field  from 

which  federal 

reserves  in  the  entire  field  were  removed.   BNI  owns  a 

majority  of 

the  remaining  coal,  most 

of  which  is  leased,  and  now  f 

aces  the 

possibility  that  none  of 

its  coal  within  this  field  ca 

n  be  developed 

and  that  a  valuable  asse 

t  will  be  lost. 
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The  problem  of  accepting  or  rejecting  surface  owner  consent 
from  qualified  or  unqualified  surface  owners  is  also  a  troublesome 
matter  for  BNI .   Upon  inspection  of  the  illu strat ions  in  the  Powder 
River  Resource  Area  MFP  Amendments,  we  can  see  that  BNI's  positive 
response  to  the  surface  owner  consultation  process  for  the  Colstrip 
Coal  Field  has  been  eliminated,  although  this  is  not  illustrated  on 
page  3-5.   We  know  we  responded;  but  with  this  onu«ission  on  the  part 
of  the  BLM,  how  can  we  be  sure  of  the  accuracy  of  the  evaluation  of 
other  surface  owner  responses.   Contrary  to  our  intent,  the  BNI 
response  at  Colstrip  has  had  the  effect  of  a  negative  reply  to  sur- 
face mining.   In  each  case  where  the  BNI  response  was  rejected  becaus 
of  the  unqualified  surface  owner  provision,  the  coal  in  the  checker- 
board sections  adjacent  to  the  federal  coal  is  owned  by  BNI. 

Application  of  the  unsu itabil ity  criteria  has  also  resulted 
in  the  removal  of  federal  coal  from  further  leasing  consideration, 
although  not  to  the  extent  of  negative  surface  owner  viewB.   One 
potentially  significant  criterion,  alluvial  valley  floors  (AVF's), 
however,  has  not  removed  any  federal  coal  in  the  areas  studied. 
Preliminary  AVF's  have  been  identified  in  most  coal  fields,  but  no 
assessment  has  been  made  as  to  the  quantity  of  coal  that  may  be 
eliminated  from  further  consideration  by  the  application  of  these 
AVF's. 


The  deletion  of  coa 
jld  be  very  significan 


under  alluvial  valley  floors 
nple,  in  the  Broadus  coal  field 


Mr.  George  Neuberg 
May  20,  1980 
Page  4 


alone,  some  nine  AVF's  have  been  identified.   It  should  be  noted 
that  an  Internal  BLM  report  suggests  that  more  than  half  of  the 
uncommitted  federal  lands  in  the  Gillette,  Wyoming  area  are  suscep- 
tible to  exclusion  because  of  the  AVF  criterion.   (Coal  Age,  April 
1980,  page  11.)   It  will  be  impossible  to  obtain  an  accurate  picture 
of  lands  available  for  leasing  if  such  an  important  criterion  Is  not 
properly  assessed. 

We  feel  that  the  BLM,  In  its  planning  processes,  must  be  mind- 
ful of  the  detrimental  effects  its  decisions  can  have  on  private 
resources.   An  excellent  statement  on  this  has  been  made  by  the  BLM 
itself  in  its  "Analysis  of  Oral  and  Written  Comments,"  Golden  Valley 
MFP,  March  1980,  page  2: 

"It  is  important  to  note  that  the  BLM  planning  system 
is  designed  only  to  plan  for  the  management  of  the  federally 
owned  resources  under  BLM  jurisdiction.   The  BLM  has  no 
authority  Cnor  should  it  have)  to  plan  for  private  resources. 
It  does  have  the  responsibility,  however,  to  assess  the 
impacts  of  proposed  BLM  actions  on  non-BLM  resources." 
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In  the  Powder 
t  hat  impac  t  s  < 
addr  essed . 
Respectfully, 
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Resource  Area,  Burlington  Northern  Inc.  feels 
-BLM  coal  resources  have  not  been  adequately 
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H.  E.  Reed 

Assistant  Vice  President 

Coal  6  Minerals  Division 
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WRITTEN  DRAFT  OF  PUBLIC  COMMENT  SO  NOTHING  WILL  SLIP  THRU 
THE  CRACKS.   DUE  MAY  20  at  MILES  CITY,  MONTANA 

It  is  my  belief  that  the  nation  will  be  adversely 
affected  if  the  plans  for  the  Powder  River  Resources  Area  are 
adopted. 

I've  written  and  reread  the  above  and  know  it's 
wrong.   We  are  asked  to  comment  but  we  don't  have  the  problem 
with  the  plans;  the  problem  is  with  the  implementation. 

My  God,  the  plans  are  exhaustive,  covering  thousands 
of  square  miles  in  Montana,  Wyoming  and  Dakota.  The  research, 
the  hours  of  careful  mapping,  trained,  dedicated  people  working 
with  pride  and  ability  to  do  a  job.  It's  like  facing  a  boxcar 
of  wheat  with  a  No.  10  scoop.  For  a  rancher  not  used  to  words, 
even  though  his  land,  his  way  of  life  and  the  life  of  his  kids 
and  grandkids  is  on  the  line,  it's  a  lot  of  scooping. 

The  problem  is  not  with  the  plans  but  what  you  build 
with  the  plans.   Where  do  you  go  to  talk  about  that? 

I  have  a  lease  with  the  Utah  International,  dated 
January  16,  1976.   The  terms  and  conditions  were  set  out  and 
binding  three  years  before  that  by  an  Option  Agreement.   It  is 
the  same  contract  as  ten  of  my  neighbors  have,  covering  in  all 
53,714.80  acres  and  most  of  the  coal  in  the  Morehead  area. 
I  have  attached  a  copy.   Will  these  terms  and  conditions  be  part 


of  a  Federal  coal  sale?   A  surface  mining  permission ,  yes;  but 
only  under  those  terms. 

Can  we  make  a  plan  not  for  the  whole  coal  area  but 
just  for  the  Morehead  area?? 

Tell  us  a  fair  market  value  for  your  coal.   Help  us  with 
your  training.   Keep  the  books,  give  us  advice  and  supervision. 

But  let  us  go  one  on  one  with  Utah  International. 
We  will  take  your  plan  and  make  ours  and  ask  you  for  input. 

We  are  the  ones  with  our  homes  and  our  way  of  life 
at  stake.   What  we  have  is  where  the  kids  begin  and  get.   We 
will  sure  do  the  best  we  can.   We  won't  break  any  laws  and 
we  will  sure  care. 

I.  Make  the  lease  with  Utah  International  non- 
competitive fair  market  value.   We  will  put  faces  on  their 
names.   Increase  the  royalty  and  decrease  the  bonus,  so 
there  will  be  money  for  roads,  schools,  housing,  not  just 
front  money  thrown  into  the  Federal  kitty.   Our  contract 
calls  for  us  to  receive  payments  on  royalty.   Clause  3-Sec.  A. 
If  that  money  is  increased ,  from  that  could  come  the  lease 
money  for  unitization.   We  have  to  have  some  way  to  compensate 
everyone  over  a  long  time. 

II.  Make  the  lease  cover  all  the  acres  bearing 
surface  permission,  not  just  coal  acres.   Commit  the  entire 
reserve  for  the  life  of  the  resource.   The  whole  area  is 
impacted.   Make  the  scope  known  at  the  time  of  inception. 

III.  Sit  with  us  at  a  big  table.   Invite  industry, 
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environmentalists.  Internal  Revenue  Service  people.   We  don't 
want  to  sell  our  land.   For  the  most  of  us  our  freedom  and 
our  way  of  life  is  all  we  have  to  leave.   The  life  span  of  a 
mine  will  end  that  for  us,  but  the  land  and  the  children  will 
go  on. 

I  don't  know  the  economics  of  the  coal  business. 
I  don't  know  if  the  Morehead  area  coal  will  ever  be  mined, 
but  I  do  know  this  nation  needs  to  do  something  now.   We  have  to 
agree  and  then  live  with  the  agreement  now. 

With  this  is  a  copy  of  a  statement  prepared  for  the 
April  25  meeting  at  Sheridan,  Wyoming  that  was  not  wanted  at 
that  time. 


Page    Three 


I'UHI.H     nf-nr/i' 

RE:        Powder  River  Resource  Area  Management  Framework  Plan  Amendments 
April  25,    1980 

I  am  Charles  F.   Conley:    Rancher  of  Otter,  Montana,  Owner  of  some  17,000 
acres  in  the    Moorhead  area  of  which  13,  427  acres  are  under  lease  to  Utah 
International,   Inc.     I  have  enclosed  the  Lease  Document  for  your  reference. 
This  Surface  Permission  Lease  is  dated  January  16,   1976,  and  the  terms  and  con- 
ditions set  out  were  legally  binding  three  years  before  this  date  by  an  Option. 

It  is  under  the  terms  and  conditions  of  this  document  that   I  am  willing 
to  permit  surface  mining. 

This  lease  after  its  preparation  by  Henry  Burgess,  Attorney,  Sheridan, 
Wyoming,   and  its  acceptance  by  the  Late  Patrick  J.  McDonough,  Lease  Broker  at 
Billings,  Montana,  was  made  available  to  all  land  owners  in  the  Moorhead     area 
and  it  was  accepted  by  eleven  land  owners  covering  53,714.80  acres;    in  addition 
7,480  acres  was  purchased  outright  by  Utah  International,    Inc,   the  acquiring 
Company  of  the  whole  area. 

I  wish  it  noted  here  that  while  in  preparation  of  this  comment,    I  have  con- 
tacted the  following: 

I.  Almost  all  of  the  land  owners  adjacent  to  and  concerned  in  the  area.      I 

have  by  telephone  and  personal  meeting  shared  views  with;   Joan  and  Bob  Wallick, 
Walter  Murphy,   Paul  Hoff,   Personnel  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Wayne 
Van  Voast,   and  Management  Personnel  of  Utah  International,  and  Soil  Conservation 
Personnel . 
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On  March  13,  1980,  we  held  a  Public  Meeting  at  the  Sayle  Community  Hall 
to  talk  with  Mr.  Plump,  Gasification  expert  from  Utah  International,  Inc.  The 
meeting  was  well  attended  by  nost  of  the  lessees  and  the  BLM  people  from  Miles 
City.      A  State  man  was  to  attend,  but  couldn't  find  the  way,    I  guess. 

Note;  I  try  to  set  out  their  comncnts,  but  I  will  by  nature  color  them  by 
my  own  desire  and  views,  so  I  speak  only  for  myself.  If  I  say  we,  they  are  not 
bound,   even  to  my  own  family. 

Here  we  go: 

Because  I  was  born  and  raised  here,    the  United  State  first,   this  small  piece 
of  Montana  second,    I  have  a  gut  revulsion  to  anyone  else  doing  anything  to  or 
owning  this  land.      It  is  home  and  I  think  this  feeling  is  inborn  in  all  men.      If 
you  can't  shut  yourself  away  from  all  but  yourself  and  find  that  this  nation,  your 
home  overshawdows  all,   even  your  comfort,  or  your  life,   then  God  help  you. 

II.  It  is  not  in  the  best  interest  of  this  land,  for  in  resident  ownerships  to 
delegate  the  responsibility  for  the  reclamation     to  Corporate  Miners  and  Government 
Fmployees.     The  present  tax  laws  favor  the  selling  of  the  land  outright  to 
Energy  Companies,    so  the  owners  can  get  the  benefit  of  the  Capital  Gains.     This 
law  needs  changing. 

III.  Present  procedure  for  Surface  Mining  Leases  ask  for  a  Community  to  share 
the  negative  impact  without  sharing  in  the  money  {there  is  limited  and  kind  of 
nebulous  benefit  from  a  tax  base,   but  there  needs  to  be  a  positive  sharing  of 

the  money  before  there  can  be  a  positive  local  reaction.     Coal  needs  a  Unitization 
Plan.      Its  only  fair. 

IV.  I  am  a  Charter  Member  of  the  Northern  Plains  Resource  Council  believing 
and  still  believing  that  it  could  protect,    give  information  to  all  and  group 


support  the  individual  ranchers.     With  the  inclusion  of  mis-informr?d  and  self- 
serving  groups,    it  has  become         unrealistic  and  has  way  too  much  weight  in  re- 
clamation    and  mining  principle  -  Their  political  influence  has  to  be  countered  with 
Common  Sense,   and  recognition  that  the  United  States  must  get  on  with  a  program 
to  make  this  nation     self  sustaining  in  energy.     We  cannot  be  weakened  by  cutback 
or  dependence  on  dangerous  and  vulnerable  subsitutes.     This  house  is  on  fire, 
there  is  no  sense  worrying  about  the  persian  rugs. 

The  Reclamation     Laws  have  to  be  made  flexible.     Leasing  has  to  be  tailor 
made  to  each  site.     In  the  case  of  the  Moorhead  area,  we  have  chosen  to  lease, 
not  sell  our  land.     We  want  to  dictate  our  reclamation  since  we  will  own  the  land 
afterwards. 

We  think  we  can  take  advantage  of  the  Company  equipment  and  technician's, 
the  Government  research  and  technicians  and  our  own  interest  and  intimate  know- 
ledge of  this  land  to  make  it  much  more  productive  than  it  is  now.     We  would  like 
to  see  this  lease  offered  only  to  Utah  International,    Inc.;    this  has  become  our 
Company.     We  have  put  faces  on  the  names.     Perhaps  thru  them  we  can  reach  Uniti- 
zation.    With  their  vast  experience  and  Capital,  we  can  initiate  the  first  Gas- 
ification Plant   in  the  United  States,  as  quickly  as  it  can  be  done.      Breaking 
ground  with  common  sense,  mining  experience  and  capital,  and  surface  owners  con- 
sent and  input. 

Utah  International,  Inc.  has  laid  their  money  on  the  line.  We  the  Surface 
Ownership,  have  laid  our  land  on  the  line.  In  a  small  but  maybe  a  very  important 
way  the  future  of  the  United  States   in  on  the  line.     My  God,    lets  get  on  with  it! 


1 


34 


Jf 


10-18 


THIS  m;k. .HCNT. 
January  |>   It,    b 


irod,litL  <tljJ».-_W day  „[. 

CHAHLES    COHLf.Y    and    1. 1  a    wife 


.IIJKU*.  CONLEY,    and    VRAHCES    M.     COK  Lf.Y  .     0    .ingle    pc r.on  ,     » f    OTieH.     HOHIArtA , 
"""""u'r    "llsd     "U«««r"     (whether    on*    o.    «ie).    and    UTAH     I  Nl t  ".MATIONAL 
IK.,    of    Ssn    FrancUco,    California,    hereinafter   e.,lied    "Lusaee", 
VlTIESt   t,!U    I 
1  . 
Lessor,    in    eauldv ration    of    cite    payment    of    Ten    Dollar*    rental    and 
advance    royalties    In    cl.a    sum    of    Fifty    Dolloti     IS50.00)     per    acre     for    Bach 


of 


flr.c    U*taU«nt    of    -hlch    ha*    been    received    and    la    hereby    acknowledged, 
and    the    covenant,    and    agreements    of    Los.ee    herein    contained,    doc.    hereby 
{rant,    dcnlse    and    let    exclusively    unco    lessee     for    the    purpose    of     entering 
opon.    exploring,    prospect  lug ,    drilling.    developing,       ■lain,    by    any    aethod 

aod    Marketing    all    ainerila,    other    than    oil    and    gaa.    In    the    landa    descrlbo 
la    Exhibit    A    appended    hereto,    whether    such    xlnaral    Is    owned    by    Lassota    or 
concalnin      13»*a7*21       r  „  , 


carry    away    and    sell    said    Minerals;    Co    excavaco    pics,    to    sink    shafts,    c 
■oka,    use    and    occupy    openings,    tunnels,    and    underground    po  -.  *  ■<  &o .    (now 
existing    or    hereafter    opened),    co    strip    lem,    lodes,    veins    and    buds: 
to    erect,    use    end    maintain    on    said    premise*     such    building.,     engines,     b 
ery,    appliances,     devices,     power    and    coaaunlco t ion     llnea    and    ocher    nece 
structures    and    facilities    (all    of    the    sane    being    hereinafter    called 
-luprovuenea")    and    troa    tiae    to    tlae,    co    relocate    all    or    any    pare    of    c 
list,    as    Lessee    stay    deea    desirable    or    neces*dry    In    It*    Mining    opecacio 
said    previses    with    the    right    of    Lessee    ts    r«*«vt    any    and    all    said    lapr 
seats    so    made    by    It    upon    the    teralnaciou    or    expiration    of    this    lease    a 


by    reserves    nil    oil.    ga 


lo.ee  mill   effect   for   a   tam  of    Lo.    (10)   ye..i*   fro.,   the   date   l.cr.ut.    o.    until 

Lhst   in   the    last  year  of    th«   ten  year  Cans,    before  the  termination   date  hereof. 
Lessee  may  pay  ns  Advance   royalty   the  sum  of  Ten  Dollar*  per  acre  for  extension 
of    tlili    Leu to   Tur  one    (I)  year,    and  this  Lease  May  be  extended  for  successive 
Lcnns   of   One    yeoi    ther.-.,ftcr   It    advance   roy..lii<-i   ->f    T.-..   I*. liar:.    UlO)    per   acre 
ore  paid  prior   to   the  end  of  each  year.      However,    if   no  mining   l»  commenced 
within    twenty    year*,    this.  lease    shall    terminate.       lf   mini.it;   i*   commenced   prior 
to   the   termination   date   of    the    first    unn  or    ten    years,    or   during   the    second 
period  of    twenty   years   when   Lessee   has   the   option    to   extend   the    lease,    the 
royalties   payable    shall   never   be    less   than    ii-OO   per   acre    in    the    ft  1st   year, 
and  less  than  $10.00  In  the   successive  cam's.      Advance   royalties  received  In  thi 

but   advance    coyaUics    received   in    Che    lease    MCtCi 

year   term  &hall  be  credited  against   the   royaltie 

production,    but   no   credit   shall    be    taken   In   one 

below  $12,000  a  year.      Such  credit   shall  be  cumulative.      This   lease  any  be   ex 

and  remain   tn   force  and  effect  after   twenty  years   ir   coal    Is  being,  mined  and 

and   royalties   paid   to  Owners,    but    shall    terminate   after    the   twenty   year   tern 

lf    the    royalties   paid   CO   Owners    from  production   do   not   amount   to   C250Q   a   year 


!   and   earned    fri 
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Ch,,   Lease,    U,^f   hlMtl    Pay   to    L.im.»,    U...I.    h.(r e..wn.  and  ...IpM.. 

,.  mo.  to  b,.  miLunlly  »r.roed  uro».    e.nial   tu  the  .....l.-t  v.,luv  ,.!„,.  tventy-rive 

percent    (IW),    for   .  ..eh   .....1  .very  ncr-j  or  part   I  hereof ,    ukv 1  uiM.d   by    U:-,,  .- 

in   Lta   acLu.il   tain  1  ii{-  opcfailoiiK  on   thc'lan.h.  herein    h'jiwil   lor   tin-   const  rue  Lion 

nnd  mUilHLr cv  of   Injlldliius,    mads,    aAd  nininu  op.i  atiu.ir.   i-.cludi.i,;.    hut  not 

limited    to,    strip  mining  of    minerals    and    the    linkine  of    shafts   or    Luniiclf. 

cherefnr.       In    the    evtilt    duiint;    the    course   of    Leasee**   uprratious.     It    .hall 

become   lie y   r...    Ltmw   to   take   nnd  ,,  .   r,„„,a„l    ,,...  oU.er   ..uild.u.;. 

occupUd  by   Le.SO.   cr   o.ed   in    Lessor's  opcr.tiOH..    lessee   shall   pa,    to   Leossr 

a    sum   e,ual    to    the  market    value   or    replace-e.lt    ».t,    whichever    is   greater,    of 

■aid  Uolldlnu*  oi  damvtpea  Tot    the  taking  thereof.      Such  killdlni:*  or   Lmt>rovraenta 

shall    nut   be-* taken    for    the   use  of    Lessee,    but  only    fur    ramSva*    because   of 

IntcifcicncL   with   Ha  mining  opcracleus.      a<.      dUpule   InttHticn   die   port  lea   as   to 

value  of   such    lend  or    Improvements   shall   be   resolved  by   the  procedure  provided   In 

pa»Bwpl.    II.       |-.yme»C   of    such    sun,s    deten.ll.ed    .hall    constitute    satisfaction    in 

capacity   0.     Us    lands.       The    Lessee    0.»O.    to    fence    ojiecp-tipjit    all   minl..S  pits 

and  compensate    the   Owners   ol    all    tlve. cock    Injured  or   killed   as    a    result    of 

Lessee's  operations  un   Lliu   prcmlaea.      In    Lhe   eveut   Lessee   shall    find   It   necessary 

Co  construct   roods   for   vehicular   travel    and  hauling.    Lessee   shall   consult  with 

Lessor    prior    lo    th.    commencement   of    any    road   construction    to   mutually    determine 

such    gates    and    cattle    guards   of    round   pipe    as  «ay    be    necessary    in    it,,  operation. 

The    Lessee,  shall    have    the    right    to    use    Lessor's    roads   or    premises    tor    access    to 

adjacent    lands   Lea aid  ami  operated  ty  It. 

Failuie   by    Let ate    to   perform  or    comply  with    any    of    the    terms,    provision* 

or    conditions  of    this    Lease,    expressed  or    implied,    shall    nut   SutuwaLlcally    termin- 

ate   thi*    Lease   nor    render    It   null    and    void,    but    in    caac    lt(    such    default    Lessor 

may   null { j    la:iv»ec    in  uc ltlng  "1    ouch  broach  1   laisavu   '- t    Inw   i   period  uf 

thirty    (10)    days   .■Iter    i.c.lpl    uf    such   notice   wltlilll   KrlUli    IO   cure    Mich    d.-tault. 

and   except   as   Othcruiau    provided  heroin,    if    such   default    nhall    nut    Issue    been 

our.,  within    meli   Lima   Lessor  may   terminate   this    lease. 

.«. 
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1  '      I,  ..i.,  wn t  nu.1  .,,..,,    «.  ,i. t  n„    mi,  Lm  Llit-   I It. 

herein  ih  ■.  ill l..>%. r  may  puruli.-iMi  m   W.M  Llif   rljtliLn  •■■    ....■,    p...t>  c  l..luit>(; 

.my   [iitc  vat    ii   shLiI   luuil  and  chhii.c   such  rights  ,■>.  ». . ,    liu  obtained  Lhurvby 
but    l^iicv  i-1.nl I   iikl   snii.v  mty  forfeiture  nor   fi.u>.   .■■»>-   liability  W  Utnori 

by  rmiiwii  n 1*11   d«   shall  have  Lhii  right  m    ■■■•/  time  lu  p..,    fo.   Lessors, 

-n/  wo<  Li  ..,■-•.    tax  or  Other    lien  on    -.atd'laiids,    In   Lho   itveut   of    default   n|    payment 
Ly  Letters,   nn<l  be  subrogated  lo  l'.c  eights  of  (.lit  holder  thereof,    nnd  .my  such 

pa/mentf  mads    by    Iciiet    foi   Lessor*  ».-iy   bo   deducted   f ...,    .*.« LI  of  mom-y 

payable  to  U'Wti  und.ei    till*  Urate. 

the    Lessee  agrees  to  restore  the   l.md  Ln  accordance  villi  federal   mid 
state  mining  reclamation   lawn,   but  in  nny  event  shall    remove  Uic  top  toll    m 
■ttl|i|ilii|{t  operations  mill  replace  the  same  on  lo|>  of   any  fill-      Kec Iowa t tun 

deg.ee  willed  wako  reclamation  feasible.     Tlio  Lessee  shall   have  Urn   right  to 

IMt-iic.  only  water*    it   may   develop,    and   It   iliall   not   change   the   channel   of   any 

to  their   Lauds,    any  water  developed  by  Lessee's  mining  operation ■  where  such 
use  will   nut   interfere  with   Lessee's  mining  operation*. 
10. 
Ac   such   limes   ai   the   Lessor  may. preset ibc,    the   Lessee   shall    furnllh 
to   said  depository  bank,    a   plat   showing  development  work,   mining  and  Improvement a 
on   the   leased   lauds.      Lessee   shall    likewise   furnish   Lessors,    on  a   tona  comparable 
to  that   required  by   tlie   U.S.   Geological   Survey,   ulclilu    thirty    (30)   days   I  ro.n 
the  expiration  oC  cjcIi  quarter,    a  report  covering. such  quarter,   certified  by  the 
Superintendent   of   Lhe  Mine  or   by    such  other  agent   having  personal   knowledge   of 

thereof,    the  unt  of    It*  products  aud   byproducts   til spose.l  of,    and   the   amount 

In  »t..r.i|- >l.i  f.M    [sale,      Lessee  agrees  to  keep  and  prepare  Mp  of    th- 

leased  Land*  In  accurd.i.u-r  with  good  .■uRlnecii.ig  practices.      Usiee  rur  liter 
agrees   io  permit  at   .ill    rt-anunnble   times   the   following: 

(a)      Inspection   at    Lessor's   risk,    by   any   duly   milhurt.-.i-.l  iu-rM.il  ul 
U.r   Lossor,    of    the    leased  premises   And  oil    surface   and  midergrui In.pri.vuei.1* 


II   -eight   U-ika 


lV,,,lj  „    ..I 


'  thU  Lease,    II 


condition*  hrreul   uu    the   pari:  of   the   l-cssce   bli.il I    not   he  ..   gruuiid   for   cancel  t a tlwi 
or   termination   or   forfulture  hereof,    during  such   time    <•   huch   failure   to   perform 

.III  tlniLikMii,    J >    to  <>t  destruct of  I   ot  ml nut   l.iclLlty,    fi.e, 

flood/  civil  or  Military  autlwrity,    Insurrection,    riots,    strike  a,    Inability  after 
diligent   effoii   to  obtain   competent  workmen  or  <Bjteil.il,    sets  of  Cod  or   any 

excused   trim,    ,-nid   not    held    liable    tor    such    failure    to    pi-rlurm  or    comply. 
II. 
In  ci»c  of    suit,    adverse   cbln  dispute  or   question   as   to   the   ovner- 
ihlp  of  any  paynem    (or  >.ou>c  part  thereof)   to  be  Hatia  by  Lessee  under  tins  Lea  so. 
Lessee  *.i>    tUtBOltd    payawnt    thereof    (or    the    ,...rt    thereof    In    doubt),    without 
interest,    ami   shall   not   be   held  in   default   in   payment   e hereof   mail   such   suit, 
claim,    dispute  or   question   has  been   finally   disposed  of,    and   Lessee   shall   liove 
thirty    (30)    doys    after    being   furnished  with    the   original    iiif.trur.icnt   or    instrument! 
disposing  of    such   null,    clal..  or  dispute   (or  a   ccrttfie.l  copy  or  tuple*   thereof), 
or   atLcr   being    furnished  with   proof    sufficient,     In    Lossr.-'s    opinion,     to    settle 

13. 
In    the    event  mining  operations   arc    commenced   upon    said   premises    It    is 
agreed  by    and   between    the    parties   hereto    that    Lessee    shall    pay    all    property 
taxes   levied  and  assessed  against    those   premises  .».d   imp.  ov.-ments   and  eeulpsscnt 
sctually  used   for  mining  operations  and   Lessor   sI.jII   pay  all    property   tj*c*    Levie 
and  assessed   against   ilia   property  not   actually  used   lor  -fiilne.  operations. 

At  the  temlnailOH  of    this  Lease,   either  at  tin-  end  of    th.-  tens  or 
theretofore   l-y   c.mcel  lutlun  ur    surrender,    if    Lcssue   h.in   eiiMplled  will    -II 

bulldlngSi    atructurcs,   nkit'lilnery,    cnul|>sriit   and  »tl,i-r   pi'-p.riy,    in.pt   i„...lj. 


tl«t  ,-..... rd-     I...I   I-r-.n^u 


11    rcl.olrt.rsc    Lf«or    (or   any   and   all    ..I.Mr.ict    cost»   which 
.i    result   of    Lessee    filing   Instrument*   of    record   et lectins 


U'snor   hereby  wnrrautl   and  agrees    to  defend  the   title   to   the    Lands 
herein   described.      Leasee  way   purchase  or    Lease   the   right"  of   ni.y   party   claiming 
an    interest    in.  s.iid    l.md   and   execute   a    lease   .is    to    such    rights    n»  may    bo 
obtained  thereby   Iwt   U-sscc   shall   not   suffer  any   forfellure   nor   Incur   any 
liability    to    Lessor    by    reason    therefor-       Lessee    shall    have    the    right    .it    any 
Use   to    pay    for    Lessor,    any  mortgage,     tax   or  other    lien   on    said    I  finds.     III    the 
event   of    default  or   payment  by   Lessor,    and  be   subrogated   to   the   rights  of   the 
holder    thereof,    and   -my    such   payment*  made   by    Lessee    for    Lessor  may    be    deducted 


17. 


i  thl 


In    the    event  of    assignment,     the    Lessee   agrees    to   notify 
sixty    (60)    days   of    the    date   of    execution    by    it   of    any   assignment,    operating 
agreement,    working  o(    royalty    Interest   or  otherwise,    but    such   assignment    shall 
not   relieve    Lessee   of    the   obligation    to    p.,y    the  sum  of    live    boll.is    (iS.UU)    per 
acre  per   year   for   ten    (10)   years   as  hereinabove   provided. 
it. 
Lessee    shall    hive    the    right   at   any    time    to    surrrndcr   and    terminate    this 
Lease   and  all    liabilities    Lite rounder,    except    for    payment   of    royalties   earned   as 
Qf    the   date   of    termination,    on    giving   Lessor    thirty    t)0)    days  written    notice 

the   rate   of   rivt   Dollars    tiS.00)   per   y.-ar   per   acre  until    Lhu   sip-   of   l.fty   UolUrn 
(IW.UO)    advance    royalty    per    ace   oT    land   described  h-r.-in    Imp    been    paid    In    full. 

and   this   Lease     h ,  I  I    I.,    cancelled  as  o(   the   d..Le  fUc.l   in   said  Lee,   which 

lessee   shall    llao   file   i»   the  office  of    the   Powder   Mver   ...id  sh.n.la..   County 
Clerk.      Lessee  may  not   letMlnate   this   Luase   as   to    Iris    than   all   of   tlw    Luudi 

described    h.'i.  in. 


1 i  ««".-'  niVt-i.  Mil,    .-.Ug.    ,.nf ......  ....■..■. ■■,...   Lu   th,   pnriy  ,t    Ll.e 

add.e,,   set   forth  ahovu  or  such  other  addre,,   ...   M,,U    be   d.  •.  m-t-d  by   richer 

of  the  parties  hei.ii.  by  proper  notice  thereof. 

20. 

Lessor  hereby   releases  and  waives   nil    right*   irndei    ;...d  l»y   virtue  i'T 

homestead   cSem|>tlou    and    dower    Laws   of    the    aforesaid   bt.it,-    in  which    the    leased 

land    is    located,    inr.ofar   as    the    same  may    In   any   way    affict    the    purposes   for 

which   this   Lease   is  mad*. 

21. 

In    the    event   any   controversial    Question    arises   pertaining   to    the    ful- 

fillment  of    any   of    the    terms,    covenants   or   conditions   of    this    agreement,     including 

amount  of    surface   damage.,   which  cannot   be   amicably   settled  by   the  parties  within 

fifteen   (15)   days  after   receipt  of  notice   from  one   to   the  other,    that  any  previous!; 

proposed    settlement    is   unsatisfactory,     the.,    the    Lessor    shall    appoint    all   arbiter 

•nd   the    Lessee    shall    appoint    a    second   arbiter   and    clip    two    arbiters    so    appointed 

shall    select   and  appoint    a    third   arbiter  win.    shall    determine    such   controversial 

question  or    question*   and    the   majority    decision   of    said   arbiters  shall    be   deemed 

a*   and  be    the    final    and   binding  decision   on    the    parties    hereto.       Lach  o(    the 

parties    shall    bear    the    cost    and   expense  of    its    own   arbiter,    and   they    shall 

equally    share    the   cost   and   expense  of    the    third   arbiter.       In    the    event   the 

arbiters    so   appointed   cannot    determine    the   controversy,    then   and    in    that 

event,    either   of    the    parties    shall    have    the    right    to    have    said   questions   of 

controversy    settled    In    a    Court   of    competent    Jurisdiction. 

22. 

Tills    Lease    and  all    provisions    thereof    shall    be    applicable    to   and   binding 

upon    the   parties  and   their    respective    successors    and   assign*. 

23. 

Lc*Seo    Shall    have    the    right    to   o*c    for   any   purpose    in   connection  with 

its  mliiin,;  operation*    on    these    Innds   only  water*    that    It   m..y   develop.       Lessee 

shall    hold   l*SSUr    h.irmle**    from  any   nnd   all    nets  which  may   occur    an   a    result    of 

water  usage   by   the   Le.«a.      Lessee   shall   keep  all    U,,o.'s    Irrigation   systems. 

including  ditches,    dike*   and  pumps,    in  operation  <•..    Irrigated   land*  not  nine.! 

•  c   Its   expense,    If   such  .linl.es,    dikes  or   pimp-.  «o>t   hi-   relocated,    and  at   Leasee's 

-8- 
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•  K-"''J  la...]',  disturbed  by  mini 


IN  WITNESS 


"LESSOR 
FRANCES    N.     CONLEY  /J  ->ec*~    CHARLES    COKL 


SHIRLES-CONLEY  Hs 

"LESSEE- 
UTAH    INTERNATIONAL    INC. 

1//C&   rZ&s  sfsrJr 
SIATE    OK      WYOMING  ) 

)        ES. 
COUNTY    OF  Sheridan  > 

Tlie    forcfioIi.fi    Instrument    was    Acknowledged    before    me    tble         16 
dij   of  January  19 76      by        Charles  Conley  and  Shirley  Conley, 
husba.id  'and   wife;    and    Frances  N.    Conley,    a    sirtgTe~~person 


and    official     seal. 


Ny- Commission    E k p  1  r ■; s  r       Hay    20,     1978 

STATE    OK    CALIFORNIA  1 

)        S8. 

COUKTV    OF    SAN    FRANCISCO       ) 

The    foregoing    Instrument    was    acknowledged    befo 

■»y  ef     Fohniary .    I97g.    by  _bjj,  wheaion . 

as   Uic£_£iesi.den.t "^    Ul  All    INTKKNATLOKAL    INC. 


February   18,    19BQ 


DONNA  J.  HEXIMER 


RESPONSE  TO  HEAR INC  TESTIMONY  AND  WRITTPN  COMMENTS  OF  CITIES  SERVICE  CO. 
flurry  Peterson,  Attorney) 

fll    The  MFP  amendments  and  update  report  Identify  areas  acceptable  for 

further  consideration  for  leasing.   No  specific  areas  are  recommended  for 
leasing  either  In  11R2  or  subsequent  years.   The  priority,  scheduling  and 
size  of  lease  sales  of  areas  found  acceptable  for  leasing  (If  any)  will 
be  established  by  the  Powder  River  Regional  Coal  Team.   The  available 
acceptable  coal  reserves  appear  adequate  for  almost  any  type  of  mining 
operations  and  associated  end  uses.   The  patterns  of  existing  surface 
owner  lease  commitments  are  not  a  RLM  concern  during  land  use  planning. 

#2  Cities  Service  Company  does  not  appear  to  be  a  "qualified"  surface  owner 
under  Sec.  714(e)  of  the  Surface  Mining  Control  and  Reclamation  Act.  The 
company  does  not  hold  title  to  the  lands  in  question,  nor  does  it  claim 
to  reside  on  or  personally  conduct  farming  or  ranching  operations  on  the 
land.  The  surface  owners  are  currently  not  qualified  to  deny  consent  to 
leasing  by  virtue  of  their  agreement  with  Cities  Service.  The  transfer- 
ability of  surface  owner  consent,  and  the  terms  of  such  transfer  will  be 
addressed  In  activity  planning  and  prior  to  a  lease  sale  if  the  subject 
areas  actually  are  included  for  lease  consideration.  The  transferability 
of  existing  consents  is  not  a  factor  In  determining  "areas  acceptable  for 
further  consideration  for  leasing." 

#3    The  Decker-Rlrney,  South  Rosebud  and  Coalwood  MFPs  have  been  reviewed  and 
found  to  be  in  conformance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Land  Policy 
and  Management  Act.   Specifically,  the  plans  are  In  compliance  with  the 
principle  of  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield  and  were  developed  with 
public  participation  and  governmental  coordination.  The  MFP  update  report 
and  amendment  were  required  efforts  to  Incorporate  the  federal  coal 
lands  review  process  and  further  constrain  the  original  MFP  decisions. 
Current  RLM  planning  regulations  specifically  provide  for  the  amending 
(or  updating)  of  existing  MFPs  to  allow  continuation  of  programs  prior  to 
the  completion  of  Resource  Management  Plans. 

#4  The  size  of  coal  leasing  tracts  (in  terms  of  known  coal  reserve  tonnage) 
is  not  a  decision  factor  in  land  use  planning  decisions  for  federal  coal 
resources.  The  size  of  the  tracts  will  depend  in  part  on  the  information 
contained  In  the  industry  expressions  of  leasing  interest  submitted  at 
the  outset  of  the  Powder  River  coal  region  activity  plan.  The  decision 
to  delineate  coal  leasing  tracts  of  a  size  suitable  for  synfuel  plants  is 
a  function  of  the  Regional  Coal  Team. 

#33   Cities  Service  Company  and  all  other  members  of  the  general  public  are 

encouraged  to  participate  In  the  public  review  and  comment  on  the  Powder 
River  leasing  schedule  when  it  Is  announced.   Any  protests  on  the  MFP 
amendments  based  on  [43  CFR  1601 .6-1 (d) 1  the  protest  provisions  of  the 
BLM  regulations  for  planning  must  be  hased  on  "only  those  issues  which 
were  submitted  for  the  record  to  the  District  Manager  during  the  planning 
process."   The  CltieB  Service  Co.  cannot  (as  implied  in  its  written 
testimony)  reserve  the  right  to  raise  additional  Issues  on  the  MFP  after 
the  plan  is  approved  by  the  District  Manager  and  concurred  In  by  the  BLM 
State  Director. 


RESPONSE  TO  KLUVER  TESTIMONY 

#5   The  Powder  River  Regional  EIS  will  address  the  potential  environmental 
impacts  of  surface  mining  on  shallow  ground  water  aquifers  in  the 
vicinity  of  federal  coal  determined  to  he  acceptable  for  further 
considerations  for  leasing. 

#6    An  EPA  publication,  Quality  Criteria  for  Water,  1*176,  states  "samplings 
from  130  water  stations  in  the  United  States  have  shown  arsenic  concen- 
trations of  5  to  336  ug/1  with  a  mean  level  of  64  ug/1  ...   Arsenicals 
are  used  in  the  formulation  of  herbicides  for  forest  management  and 
agriculture."   The  criteria  allows  SO  ug/1  for  domestic  supplies  and  100 
ug/1  for  agriculture.   The  Section  20ft  Yellowstone-Tongue  Area  Planning 
Office  draft  report  on  Water  Ouallty  Data  Indicates  that  total  arsenic 
ranged  from  0  to  350  in  southeastern  Montana  with  the  highest  values 
occurring  in  the  Powder  River. 

Continued  monitoring  on  Rosebud  Creek  by  the  U.S.  Ceological  Survey  has 
indicated  that  the  dissolved  arsenic  has  not  surpassed  3  ug/1  since  the 
sample  taken  in  March  1«7S  (USGS  Water  Resources  Data  for  Montana,  Water 
Years  1977,  1Q7R). 


during 
Cow 


The  RLM  attempted  to  Initiate  a  ground  water  monitoring  progr 
May  and  .Tune  of  1979  for  the  Rosebud  coal  seam  on  the  Kluver  ranc 
however,  access  was  denied  at  the  time.   A  water  quality  station 
Creek  was  established  in  1979  and  a  limited  number  of  samples  were 
collected  at  existing  wells  and  springs  en  the  Kluver  ranch  through  RLM 
funding.   Sample  results  are  available  In  the  Miles  City  BLM  District 
office  or  at  the  USCS  Water  Resources  Division,  Helena,  MT. 

The  BLM  has  forwarded  Patty  Kluver' s  comments  to  the  U.S.  Ceological 
Survey  who,  in  conjunction  with  Western  Energy  and  the  Office  of  Surface 
Mining  and  several  Montana  State  agencies,  plan  to  Initiate,  if  access  Is 
granted,  a  comprehensive  hydrologlcal  study  on  the  Kluver  ranch  In 
October  l«fiO.   Hopefully,  this  study  will  Identify  the  origin  of  the 
alleged  pollutantB  and  quantify  their  impacts. 

ONSE  TO  (KENT  REDDING)  CONSOL  TESTIMONY 

Lands  in  Rig  Horn  County  which  CONSOL  requested  be  made  availahle  for 
leasing  through  the  MFP  amendments  and  update  lie  outside  the  Decker 
lease  recommendation  area  as  identified  in  the  original  necker-R1 rney 
MFP.   Recause  of  this,  they  cannot  he  considered  in  either  the  amendment 
or  the  update.   These  lands  are  described  as: 

t.IR.,  R.39E.,  Sec.  14,  IS,  72,  23,  25,  26,  3S  and  36 
t.PS.  ,  R.40F.,  Sec.  30,  31  and  32 


The    federal    resources   as 
the    19R4   Resource   Managei 


elated    with    thes 
nt  Plan. 


#9        Lands    requested    In   Powder  River  County   described    as: 

T.3S.,    R.45E. ,    Sec.    32 

T.4S.,    R.45E.,    Sec.    6,    ft,    lfi   and   20 

are  administered   by  the  U.S.    Forest   Service  and   are  part  of   the  Custer 
National    Forest.      These    lands   are   not   only   outside    the    lease    recommenda- 
tion  area,    but   are   specifically   excluded    from   surface   coal   raining   consi- 
deration  In   Section   522   of    the   Surface  Mining   Control   and      Reclamation 
Act  of   August    3,    1977    (see  Appendix  C). 

RESPONSE    TO    CLAYTON   TONNAMAKER,    COAL    CREEK   MINING    COMPANY    TESTIMONY 

#10      Free   coal    use   areas   may   be   provided    by   BLM  as   a    public    service    for 
domestic   use.      The   intent    is  not    to  provide   facilities,    such  as 
processing   and    loading   equipment,    but    safe,    environmentally-acceptable 
location(s)    for   extremely   limited    individual    production.       It    is   not 
intended  (or   likely)    to  be  a  source  of   significant   competition   to  nearby 
commerlcal    operators. 

#11      The   Powder  River  Regional    Coal   Team    (RCT)    will    be    forwarded   a   copy  of   Mr. 
Tonnamaker's   comments   requesting    small    business    set   aside   lease    sales. 
The   call    for   Industry   expressions   of    Interest    is    the   best    opportunity   for 
small   mining   operations    to   express    their    interest    and   concern   by   provid- 
ing   pertinent    information   to    the  RCT. 

RESPONSE  TO   RirRLlNOTON  NORTHERN   INDUSTRIES   COMMENTS    (Oral    Testimony   hy   Ernest 
Thurlow,   Written  Comments    from   H.    E,    Reed) 

#12      Using    the   guidelines   of   Section   714   of    the   SMCRA,    RLH  must   make   a   deter- 
mination of   what   constitutes   significant    negative    surface   owner   views. 
In  the  case  of  the  Creenleaf-Miller  Creek  LRA,    941  of   the  qualified 
surface   owners   over    federal   minerals,    which   alao    Included   most   of    the 
federal   coal    in    this    field,    expressed   negative   views.      Therefore,    the    BLM 
has  decided    to  delete   this  area. 

#13     The   BNI   response    In    the   Colstrlp   area   was   not    shown    in    the   draft    because 
their   surface   owner   consultation   response    form   was   not    received    until 
after    the   March    10,    19R0,    cutoff   date    for   submission   of   views.      Their 
response   Is  reflected    In  the    final  as  well  as  all   other  responses 
received    subsequent    to  March    10   and    prior    to    publication   of    these    final 
amendments. 

"14      The    preliminary    identification   of   AVFs    was   made    to   alert    interested 

persons    to   a   potential    problem    area.      Until    extensive    field    testing    Is 
carried   out    to   delineate    the   actual   AVFs,    it   would   be   a   matter   of   guess 
work    to    say   how  much   coal    has   been   eliminated.      The    unsultabllity 
criterion   on   AVFs   allows    for   application   of    this   criterion   up   to   the    time 
of  mine   plan   submission. 


#34      The   amendment    proce 

lease   recommendatlo 
Impacts    of    the    proc 


concerns    the   application   of    unsultabllity   criteria 
sulfation    to    the   Management    Framework   Plan   coal 
Areas.      The    environmental    statement   discusses    the 
s.    The    Powder   River   Regional    Environmental    Impact 


Statement   will    further   address    the    type   of    social    and   economic    impacts   of 
the   coal    program   such   as    those    Indicated    In    RNI's   comment. 
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RESPONSE    TO    TESTIMONY    OF    WALTER    ARCHER ,    POWDER    RIVF.R    PROTECTIVE    ASSOCIATION 

MS      There   hnve    hren   numerous    public    mertlngs    for   a   wide   variety   of    District 

program  needs  in  the  Powder  River  Resource  Area.  The  Federal  ljnd  Policy 
and  Management  Act  (Ft.PMA)  prescribed  a  now  planning  process  which  re- 
quires "issue  Identification"  and  "scoping"  meetings.  We  are  also  doing 
wilderness  review  meet lngs  Independently  from  the  planning  process.  Hoth 
the  MFP  update  report  and  amendment  were  required  as  part  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Interior  process  for  the  new  coal  management  program  and  the 
proposed    19«7    Powder   River   coal    lenRe    sale. 

*  If*      Roth   the   update    report    and    amendment    are    "coal    management    plans"    In    the 
sense    that    thev   were   done    to   apply    the    federal    (coal)    lands    review   pro- 
cess and    further  constrain  the  original  MFP  multiple-use  decision.    In 
this   case    the   MFP  decisions   on   coal    lease    recommendation   areas. 

*17     When  the  unsultahilitv  criteria  were  adopted    hy  the  Secretary  of 

Interior,    It   was   recognized    that    data   deficiencies   would    inevitably   exist 
which   would   have    to   he   rectified    in   order    to   complete    planning   schedules. 
Therefore    the   coal    management    regulations    f41   CFR    146| . 1-1 (h)(] )1    state 
that   "where  cither  a  criterion  or  exception   .    .    .  cannot   be  applied 
during    the    land   use    planning    process   because   of    inadequate   or    unreliable 
data    ...    the    reasons    shall    he   discussed   along  with   disclosing   when    the 
data   would    he   available.       In   no   esse   will    tracts   proceed    to   leasing   or 
mine   plan   approval    without    full    application   of   all    relevant   unsui  taMlity 
criteria."      In   short,    the   data   deficiencies   noted    are   not    grounds   at    this 
time   for  removal    of    these   lands   from   further  consideration    for   leasing. 

"1R      ^e    land    use    planning    process   (either   MFP   or  RMP)    is   not   designed    to 
Identify   recla lmabll i ty    problems   or   delete   coal    resources   based   on 
reclamation.      During    the   development   of    the   RT.M   regulations    for   coal 
management    "the   Secretary   of    the    Interior   deleted    several    criterion    that 
were   part    of    the    proposed    rulemaking.       ...    Me   deleted    proposed    criteria 
for    prime    farm    lands   and    reclalmablll tv ,    for    the    reason    that    these 
determinations   cannot    be   made   hy   the    RJ.M   at    the    prelease    stage   without 
significant    expenditures   of   money   and    personnel;    and    the   values   are    fully 
protected    In    the   mine   plan   approval    process   under    the  Office   of   Surface 
Mining's    program   regulations.    This   decision    Is   supported   by   the    fact, 
discussed    in  relation   to  preference   right   leasing,    that    the   federal    land 
review  order,    section  527(b)   of   the  Surface  Mining  Act  can  he  carried  out 
by   conditioning    leases,    as   well   as   by   assessing    lands   as    unsuitable   and 
excluding    them    from   consideration    for    leasing."      (Federal   Register,    Vol. 
44,   No.    140,  July   19,    1979,    page  42604), 

'1**     The    proposed    action   of    the   MFP   amendment    was    to    constrain   original   MFP 
decisions  which    identified   areas   "acceptable    for  leasing".      Therefore, 
the   environmental    analysis    Is   designed    to   analyze    the    Impacts   of    the 
reductions    in   area    to   be   considered    for   leasing   on    the   economy,    the 
environment    and    the    supply   of   coal.      The   analysis   of    Impacts   of    leasing 
coal   will    he   covered    in   the   Powder   River   foal    Region   activity   plan.       It 
will    Include    a   "no    leasing"    alternative.      An   FIS   will    be   prepared    as   part 
of    the    plan. 


ner  consultation   letter  was  designed   specifically  to  obtain 
views.       It    was    not    Intended    to   he    slanted    towards   any 


There   were   some   map   omissions   or   errors   and    late    responses    to    the    surface 
owner   consultation    letter   which   have   been   corrected    and    added.      This 
change    is    shown    In    the    final    document . 

121      The  site   referred    to   by  Mr.    Archer    is  24PR75,   a  surface  archaeological 
llthlc    (stone)    scatter   consisting   of    tools   and    atone    tool   manufacturing 
waste    In    the   Pumpkin   Creek   coal    area.      A   projectile    point    fragment 
recovered    from    the    site   dates    the    site    to   between    1500-1000    years   old. 

The   site    is   highly   similar    to   hundreds   of    surface   llthlc    scatters 
throughout    southeastern   Montana.      Cultural    reaource    protection    laws 
specify   that  archaeological   and   historic    sites  are  valuable  not  only  for 
their    physical    remains,    hut    also    for   the    Information   about    prehistoric 
peoples   and    their   adaptation    to    their   environment    contained    in   the 
artifacts,    their    location   and    spatial    patterning.      The   exception    to    the 
unsultablllty   criteria   states    that    If    the    BLM,    State   Historic    Preserva- 
tion Officer   (SHPO)   and   Advisory   Council   on   Historic    Preservation   (ACHP) 
agree   that    the  effects  of  mining  will   not   result    in  "significant  adverse 
ImpactB,";    the   area   comprising    the    site   may   be   considered    suitable    for 
mining.      Alleviating   adverse    lmpacta    Is   done    through   one   or   more    techni- 
ques  of   mitigation;    Bone   of    these    Include   avoidance,    relocating    the 
proposed    project,   or   data    recovery    through   collection   and/or   excavation. 
24PR75   has   been  mapped,    photographed,    the    point    waa   collected    by    BLM 
archaeologists,    and    related    Information    la   on    file   at    the  Miles   City 
Office.      Llthlc    scatters   are   not    rare    and    current    archaeological 
techniques   of    field   work   and    analysis    are   adequate    to   completely    recover 
the    Information  contained    in    the   site,    thus  mitigating    the   adverse   effect 
of   mining.       It    was   valid    to   apply   the   exception.      SHPO  and    ACHP   still 
have    the    responsibility    for   commenting   on    this   and    all    applications   of 
unsultablllty   for   historic    preservation   and    the   exceptions    and   may 
comment    that   24PR75  and  other  sites  would   be  declared   unsuitable  without 
exception.      This   can    be   done    at    any    time   up    to  mine    plan   approval. 


422  As  discussed  above,  the  update  report  and  am 
available  information.  The  data  deficiencies 
a    projection   of   when    the    required    informatto 


dment  are  based  on  the  best 
re  described,  together  with 
will   be  available. 


RESPONSE   TO   TRI-COUNTY   RANCHERS  ASSN.,    Mary   Daniels   (Oral   Testimony   by   Colleen 
K.    Johnson) 

#23     The  Powder  River  MFP   1979  Update  Report  and    19B0  Amendments  (are)  were 

required    as    part   of    the   Department   of    Interior    "start    up"    process    for   the 
new  coal   management    program.      The   Amendment    and   Update   constrain    the 
original   MFP  decisions    for   coal    leasing   and    provide   areas   acceptable    for 
further   consideration    for   coal    leasing    in    the    1982    Powder   River   regional 
coal   ( lease)    sales. 

#24      BLM   regulations   as    part   of    the    land    use    planning    process    require    a   public 
hearing   when   requested,    since   the    plans    Involve    the    potential    for   coal 
leasing.      That  was   the   reason   for   the  May   20,    I960,    hearing. 


#7  5 

The  MFPs  have  been  determined  to  be  adequate  for  the  scope  of  the 
decisions.   The  plans  have  heen  found  to  he  in  conformance  with  the 
principles  of  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield.   The  MFP  data  base  will 
be  expanded  If  additional  Information  Is  available  In  activity  planning 
prior  to  a  decision  to  lease  any  particular  area. 

#26 

The  Impacts  of  coal  leasing  (as  opposed  to  Identification  of  areas 
acceptable  for  further  consideration  for  leasing)  on  agricultural  produc- 
tivity and  the  social  community  will  be  analyzed  and  addressed  In  the 
Powder  River  coal  activity  planning  phase  of  the  Secretary's  Coal  Manage- 
ment Program. 

#77 

The  adequacy  and  reliability  of  data  needed  for  the  application  of 
unsultablllty  criteria  are  displayed  In  the  plan.   No  Identified  tracts 
will  be  analyzed  in  the  final  Powder  River  Regional  lease  sale 
environmental  impact  statement  without  the  information  necessary  to 
apply  each  criterion  except  In  the  case  of  criterion  19  (alluvial  vallev 
floors).   Additional  Information  which  results  In  the  final  application 
of  criteria  or  exceptions  or  exemptions  will  he  displayed  In  the  P.IS. 

#2R 

The  Powder  River  regional  coal  activity  plan  will  include  hearings  and 
will  have  public  Input  opportunities  on  the  Issue  of  regional  leasing 
targets  as  they  relate  to  the  question  of  national  need. 

RF.SPONSF  TO  CHARLES  CONLEY  TESTIMONY 

#21 

Mr.  Conley  has  raised  some  vallH  concerns.   These  concerns  do  not, 
however.  Indicate  any  adverse  impacts  from  the  MFP  amendments.   In  fact, 
he  wishes  that  the  RLM  get  on  with  the  Implementation  of  the  coal 
program.   Because  Mr.  Conley  and  hlB  neighbors  negotiated  an  equitable 
lease  with  Utah  International  which  addressed  their  concerns  prior  to  the 
passage  of  SMCRA,  they  are  now  placed  in  a  unique  situation.   They  had, 
In  fact,  given  surface  owner  consent  for  mining  prior  to  the  passage  of 
SMCRA  on  August  1 ,  1977,  but  they  also  incorporated  their  own  reclamation 
terms  and  constraints  In  the  lease.   These  Issues  will  be  referred  to  the 
Regional  Coal  Team  and  he  addressed  at  the  time  of  tract  delineation, 
ranking  and  selection. 

#10 

The  Montana  Department  of  State  Lands  has  regulatory  responsibility  for 
the  approval  of  mining  plans  and  the  reclamation  of  mined  lands.   There- 
fore, all  terms  and  conditions  set  forth  in  a  lease  and  mining  plan  will 
he  reviewed  and  either  approved  or  disapproved  by  that  department. 

i-K] 

Unitization  (a  type  of  agreement  wherein  all  lease  holders  receive  some 
funds  for  mining  Impacts  even  though  their  property  Is  not  actually 
mined)  Is  a  concept  that  Is  not  addressed  In  the  new  coal  leasing  regula- 
tions.  As  Mr.  Conley  states,  the  terms  of  payment  for  a  federal  lease 
would  affect  what  monies  would  he  available.   This  concern  would  have  to 
be  addressed  hy  the  HSCS  and  any  dispensation  of  funds  would  probably 
have  to  be  addressed  in  an  agreement  between  the  surface  owners  and  the 
coal  lessee. 

As  Indicated  In  41  CFR  1400.0-S(cc) ,  the  si 
(LMTT)  approved  after  August  4,  1176,  shall 
determined  hy  the  MSCS.  A  WII  Is  defined  a 
can   he   developed   and   mined    in  an   efflcle 


a  Logical  Mining  Unit 
:ceed  ?S,000  acres  as 
irea  of  coal  land  that 
orderly 


\   LMH  must    be   capable   of   being   developed   and   mined  with   complet 

ctlon   of   the   coal    reserves   within   40   years.      The    terms  of    leases 

ltv,   honus)   are   established    bv    the   ItSOS   based    upon   the  fair   market 
of    the   coal    at    the    time   of    the   offering. 


Federal  coal  leases  are  offered  under  competitive  Mddlng  procedures 
BLM  cannot  guarantee  that  Utah  International  will  receive  a  lease  In 
Moorhead   area. 


The 
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Powder  River  MFP  Amendments — May  20,  1980 
Miles  City,  Montana 


My  name  is  Jean  Hough..   I  live  in  Broadus,  and  I  am  a 
member  of  the  Powder  River  Protective  Association.   I  will 
concentrate  my  comment  on  the  Environmental  Analysis  and 
the  basis  for  this  planning  effort. 

It  is  completely  ludicrous  to  assess,  as  this  analysis  does, 
the  environmental  impact  of  declaring  lands  unsuitable  for 
mining,  but  to  ignore  the  impact  of  declaring  lands  acceptable 
for  mining.   The  planning  regulations  require  the  BLM  to  assess 
the  impact  of  its  decisions  on  private  surface  over  Federal 
coal  and  on  adjacent  private  surface.   This  analysis  does  not 
do  this. 

The  summary  of  the  analysis  says  that  the  environmental 
analysis  assesses  the  impacts  of  implementing  the  amendments. 
This  is  not  true.   Implementing  the  amendments  allows  the  use 
of  the  plan  and  the  amendments  for  coal  leasing  activity.   Without 
the  amendments,  coal  could  not  be  leased.   BLM  is  trying  to 
portray  this  dooument  as  adding  restrictions  to  already  cleared 
coal  areas,  but  the  fact  is  that  it  is  a  patchwork  attempt  to 
lease  federal  coal  without  an  adequate,  comprehensive  land  use 
plan.    There  has  never  been  an  analysis  of  leasing  this  coal. 
The  analysis  is  required  by  the  regulations. 

The  summary  also  states  that  no  major  impacts  and  no 
controversial  issues  have  surfaced"  at  this  time.   If  BLM 
personnel  read  the  newspaper  and  their  own  social  attitude 
surveys,  they  would  have  identified  the  following  issues,  directly 
tied  to  Federal  coal  leasing  and  these  amendments,  to  be  very 
controversial!   on-site  v.  load  center  conversion,  state  siting 
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Testimony  of  Jean  Hough,  page  two 

authority,  impact  on  Eastern  Montana  water  resources,  states' 
rights,  individual  rights,  export  of  coal  abroad,  the  treatment 
of  agriculture,  reclamation,  the  nature  of  public  participation, 
and  the  validity  of  this  land  use  plan. 

These  MFP  amendments,  according  to  the  brochure,  are 
A   required  by  the  Federal  Coal  Management  Program.   This  is 
not  true,  either.   Comprehensive  land  use  plans  are  required, 
on  any  lands  included  in  a  coal  lease  sale.   Whether  these  plans 
are  Resource  Management  plans,  Management  Framework  Plans,  or 
Amendments  depends  on  the  individual  area  involved  and  the 
status  of  coal  activity  planning.. 

The  BI/l's  use  of  MFP  amendments  in  this  case  is  clearly 
an  example  of  rushing  the  job  in  a  panic.   Despite  the  fact 
that  the  Northern  Plains  Resource  Council  wrote  to  BLM  in 
February  to  find  out  what,  specifically,  require  this  hasty 
planning,  we  have  not  received  an  answer  yet. 

The  BLM  must  have  this  information  available.  1601.8  (b) 
of  the  FLPMA  regulations  is  the  only  part  of  the  regulations 
which  allows  the  BLM  to  amend  an  MFP,  instead  of  conducting  a 
Resource  Management  Plan.  The  only  reason  such  a  course  can 
be  taken  is  if  a  "proposed  action"  is  not  in*  conformance  with 
the  existing  plan,  or  if  the  existing  plan  is  not  a  "multiple-use'* 
plan. 

According  to  the  regulations,  and  I  am  quoting  them  here, 
"determination  shall  be  made  by  the  District  Manager  whether 
the  proposed  action  is  in  conformance  with  the  MFP.   Such 
determination  shall  be  in  writing,  and  shall  explain  the  reasons 


j 
1 


38 


1 


39 


Testimony  of  Jean  Hough,  page  three 
for  the  determination." 

But  the  BLM  has  never  made  this  determination — at  least 
not  in  writing.   We  don't  even  know  what  the  "proposed  action" 
is.   Because  of  this,  the  whole  basis  for  amending  the  original 
MFP's  is  open  to  serious  doubt. 

The  environmental  analsysis  summary  further  states  that 
this  Maction"--amending  the  MFP--is  required,  that  it  is 
governed  by  explicit  directions  from  Federal  law,  and  that  there 
Mare  no  acceptable  alternatives  for  these  reasons. 

Again,  this  is  amply  untrue.   I  will  site  just  two  of  the 
larger  examples  of  discretion,  and  therefore  alternatives, 
available  to  the  BLM.   First,  the  BLM  had  almost  complete 
discretion  to  remove  or  not  to  remove  lands  where  surface  owners 
were  opposed  to  leasing.   In  the  Broadus  area,  for  one,  BLM 
used  this  discretion  to  ignore  the  views  of  surface  ownerB.. 

Secondly,  BLM  had  the  authority  to  set  "threshhold  levels" 
of  development,  ad  did  not.   While  the  reasons  for  not  setting 
threshhold  levels  may  be  reasonable,  it  is  clear  that  there 
were  alternatives  available  to  the  BLM. 

The  environmental  analysis  is  totally  inadequate.   The 
authority  of  the  BLM  to  prepare  and  implement  these  amendments 
is  open  to  doubt.   The  MFP's  and  these  amendments  are  an 
entirely  inadequate  basis  for  coal  leasing.   I  suggest  that 
the  BLM  use  the  upcoming  Resource  Management  Plan,  scheduled 
for  completion  in  1984,  instead  of  this  slipshod  hodgepodge  of 
outdated  plans,  updates  and  amendments.   This  is  the  only  way 
for  BLM  to  clear  the  air. 
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RESPONSE    TO    TEAN    HOTim    WRITTEN   TESTIMONY 

(Hfi      The   original    riecker-filrnev,    South   Rosebud    and    Coalwood   MFPs   were   com- 
pleted   and   approved   as   comprehensive    land    use    plans.      The    plans   have   been 
reviewed    hy   RLM   and    found    in   compliance   with    the    principle   of   multiple 
use   and    sustained    yield    and    were   developed    with    public    participation   and 
Interagency   coordination.      Roth    the   update   report   and    amendments   are 
designed    to  further  constrain   the  original  multiple-use  decision  by 
applying    the    federal    (coal)    lands    review   process    required    hy   the   Surface 
Mining   Control   and   Reclamation   Act.    'rbe   update    report    and    amendments   were 
completed    under    Departmental    direction   and    appropriate    RLM   guidance. 
Since   the   plans   do  not   recommend    leasing,    but    in    fact    constrain    previous 
decisions   on   coal    lease    recommendation   areas,    the    proposed    action    is   to 
limit  coal   leasing   by   identifying  unsuitable  or  unacceptable  areas. 

"17  The  numerous  maior  potential  impacts  cited  (i.e.  mine-mouth  utilization, 
reclamation,  etc.)  are  impacts  of  leasing  and  mining.  The  second  step  of 
the  coal  leasing  program,  activitv  planning,  (including  a  regional  envi- 
ronmental impact  statement)  will  address  those  Impacts  that  are  a  direct 
result  of  leasing  including  those  impacts  surfaced  by  social  attitude 
surveys  and  in  general  public  meetings.  The  only  immediate  impact  of  the 
MFP  update  report  and  amendments  is  the  elimination  from  further 
consideration   of    substantial    acreages    and    tonnages   of    coal. 

"3R  The  update  report  and  amendments  are  hased  on  these  comprehensive  multi- 
ple use  plans.  The  process  is  specifically  provided  for  in  both  the  Rt-M 
planning    and    coal   management    regulations. 

#3°     The   basis    for  amending    the  original  MFPs  was  described   in  a  "Notice  of 

Intent"  in  the  Federal  Register  (Vol.  44,  No.  20*>,  October  22,  1070.  oage 
50ft2«).  Similar  announcements  were  published  in  local  papers  at  approxi- 
mately the  same  time.  Public  Information  meetings  on  December  11  and  12, 
1079,  in  Ashland  and  Miles  City,  Montana,  further  explained  the  process, 
including  the  relationship  to  the  existing  MFPs.  The  Introduction  to  the 
March  lORO  draft  summary  further  explains  the  basis  for  MFP  amendments 
and    the    scope   of    the    proposed   action. 


HD      There   are   no   meaningful    alterna 

management    in    these   RT,M   planning    amendi 
laws,    executive  orders,   regulations  1 
within    the    law,    including    the    use   of 


for   RLM   planning    amendments    fnr   coal 

.  We  must  comply  with  federal 
,d  policies.  We  have  some  discretion 
urface  owner  consultation 


responses.      Federal    coal    deleted    by   negative    surface   owner   views    is 
substantial    and    is  hased   on  significant   numbers,    patterns  of   responses, 
existing    leases,    ownership   patterns   and    other    factors.    Every  negative 
view  was   considered,    none   were    Ignored    and    hased    on    the    preceding 
factors,    substantial   coal   was   deleted.    Each   qualified    surface   owner   can 
delete   his    lands    from   further   consideration   by   signing   and    filing   a 
refusal    to   consent    with    RLM  after    the    plan    is    final. 

Threshold    levels   may  be   used   by   RLM   to   halt,    suspend   or   condition    further 
consideration   of    the   areas   otherwise    considered    acceptable    for    further 
consideration    for    leasing.      Thresholds   may   be   hased   on   socioeconomic   or 
environmental    co   straints,    however,    neither   RLM   or   the    puhlic    developed 
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■  Ced  any  threttholds  for  use  In  cheap  amendment*.  Therefore,  no 
n  alternatives  were  .level  oped  or  displayed  to  identify  unacceptaMp 
els   of    cumulative    Impacts. 


*4  t      The    environmental    Analysis   and    plan   Amendments   have   been   corrected, 

updated    or    clarified    hased    on    comments    and    testimnnv    on    the    draft.       Th« 
final    environmental    assessment    Is   adequate   and    acceptAhle    for    the    scope 
of    the   decision   and   meets    the    reRulntorv    requirements.      The    region.. I    coal 
RTS   will    address    the    Impacts   of    lenslnjt   which   are   not    addressed    In    thf 
amendment,      Tie    \nt>i,   bmp  will    expand    the   areas   of    consideration   and 
address   numerous   multiple-use    decisions,    hut    the    scope    of    the   coal 
decision   will    remain   the   same   based    on    current    reputations   and    planning 
guidance. 


WESTERN  ENERGY  COMPANY 


May  20,  1980 


George  Neuberg 

District  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  0.  Box  940 

Miles  City,  MT    59301 

Dear  George: 

Western  Energy  Company  would  like  to  make  the  following  comments 
to  the  decisions  described  in  the  July,  1979  Powder  River 
Management  Plan  Update  Report  and  also  to  the  March  i960  Manage- 
ment Framework  Plan  Amendments. 

July  1979  Powder  River  Management  Plan 

1)   page  80.   Criteria  1:   Federal  Land  System 

Western  is  requesting  that  the  Naval  Coal  Reserve  be  considered 
for  further  leasing.   The  adjudicator  in  the  BLM  State  Office 
has  indicated  to  Western  Energy  that  these  tracts  are  available 
for  leasing  consideration.   The  Naval  sections  that  Western  requests 
to  be  considered  for  further  leasing  are: 

All  of  Section  4   TIN  R40E 

All  of  Section  6   TIN  R40E 

All  of  Section  32  T2N  R40E 


2)   page  80.   Criteria  3: 


i  '..-pt  i  on  : 


Buffer  Zones  Along  Rights-of-Way  and 

Adjacent  to  Communities  and  Buildings 


ern  Energy  has  surface  owner  agreements  on  the  two  occupied 
dwellings  identified  in  TIN  R40E  Section  14  and  T2N  R41E  Section 
Therefore,  Western  requests  that  the  lands  under  these  dwellings 
and  the  additional  300'  buffer  zone  around  them  be  made  available 
further  leasing  consideration. 
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3 )   page 

86. 

Criteria 

15: 

State  Resident  Fish  and  Wildlife 

~1 

With  the 

same 

reasonin 

j   as 

stated  earlier  in  the  paragraph,  it 

» 

is  reasonable 

to  assum 

j  that  the  birds  at  this  lek  will  shift 

to  the  other  e 

vailable 

leks  and  not  cause  a  marked  decline  in 

44 

the  area 

wide 

populat i 

Dn  . 

Therefore,  Western  requests  that  the 

20  acres 

elimi 

nated  sh 

DUld 

be  made  available  for  further  leasing 

consideration 

Enclosed 

are  the  corrected 

pages:   page  76,  77,  80,  81,  86  and  88; 

as  a  resi 

lit  of  Western 

s  c 

omments.   The  maps  on  pages  78,  91  and 

_r 

92  should  be  updated  t 

3  re 

fleet  these  comments. 

The  following 

tracts  o 

r   la 

rid  were  omitted  from  this  Document 

and  shou 

Ld  be 

evaluated  fo 

r  leasing  consideration: 

T2N 

R39E 

Section 

34 

vHse'/, 

TIN 
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Section 

2 

SHNU'/,,SH 

T2N 

R40E 

Section 

32 

All 

TIN 

R40E 

Section 

6 

All 

TIN 

R40E 

Section 

8 

All 

Western  requests  that 

bhe 

following  lands  be  available  for  further 

leasing  consideration 

in  the  1982  lease  sale: 

T2N 

R39E 

Section 

34 

w^swJ; 

TIN 
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Section 

2 
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T2N 

R40E 

Section 

32 

All 
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R40E 

Section 

4 
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R40E 

Section 

6 

All 

TIN 

R40E 

Section 

8 

All 

TIN 

R40E 

Section 

10 

NW>.  ,NW!iSW^ 

TIN 

R40E 

Section 

12 

ne!<seX 

TIN 

R40E 

Section 

14 

SH 

T2N 

R41E 

Section 

14 

sH 

T2N 

R41E 

Section 

22 

EH 

T2N 

R41E 

Section 

24 
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T2N 

R41E 

Section 

26 

HE'/,  ,UH  .*HSZ'/. 

T2N 

R41E 

Section 

30 

SHSE'/, 

T2N 

R41E 

Section 

32 

All 

TIN 

R41E 

Section 

6 

nH 

TIN 

R41E 

Section 

8 

se!( 

TIN 

R41E 

Section 

10 

sHsH 

TIN 

R41E 

Section 

18 
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T2N 

R42E 

Section 

30 
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The  following  comments  are  made  on  the 

March  1979  Management  Framework  Plan  Amendments 


"2      Manage 


itabilitj  Cr 


1)      page  2-4. 


Crite 


Federal  Land  Sy 


Western  does  not  have  a  lease  on  Section  32  T2N  R40E . 
Western  is  requesting  that  the  Naval  Coal  Reserve  be  considered  for 
further  leasing.   The  adjudicator  in  the  BLM  State  Office  has 
indicated  to  Western  Energy  that  these  tracts  area  available  for 
leasing  consideration.   The  Naval  sections  that  Western  requests 
to  be  considered  for  further  leasing  are: 

All  of  Section  4   TIN  R40E 

All  of  Section  6   TIN  R40E 

All  of  Section  32  T2N  R40E 


2)   page  2-5. 


Crite 


Buffer  Zones  Along  Rights-of-Way  and 
Adjacent  to  Communities  and  Buildings 


Except  ion : 

Western  has  surface  agreements  for  the  lands  covering  the  three 
occupied  dwellings  as  identified.   The  lands  under  these  dwellings 
and  the  additional  300'  buffer  zone  around  them  should  be  made 
available  for  mining  consideration. 

Western  has  taken  measures  with  the  Rosebud  County  Commissioners, 
the  managing  agency  for  these  public  roads,  for  the  relocation  of 
these  county  roads;  therefore,  these  lands  should  be  made  available 
for  mining  consideration. 

3)   page  2-7.   Criterion  15:   State  Resident  Fish  and  Wildlife 

Western  does  not  have  a  lease  on  Section  32  T2N  R40E . 

Exception: 

Western  is  taking  measures  with  the  Montana  Department  of  Fish, 

Wildlife  and  Parks  concerning  the  sharp-tailed  grouse  dancing 

area  in  Section  32.   Therefore,  Western  is  requesting  the  181  acres 

eliminated  because  of  criterion  15  be  made  available  for  further 

leasing  consideration. 
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Excepti 


16:   Floodplains 


Western  feels  that  the  amount  of  flow  which  would  occur  in  the 
East  Fork  of  Armells  Creek  would  not  cause  substantial  threat 
of  loss  to  people  or  property  or  to  the  natural  beneficial 
values  of  the  floodplain  or  the  downstream  areas.   Also,  Western 
has  made  substantial  legal  and  financial  commitments  prior  to 
January  4,  1977  on  these  41  acres.   Therefore,  Western  is  requesti 
that  these  lands  be  available  for  mining  consideration. 


Thank  you  for 

this  opporti. 

nity  to  comment  on  the  MFPs . 

At  this  time, 

Western 

would  like  to  identify  to  your  department 

sections 

of  land  which 

Wes 

tern  will  be  expressing  an  interest  i 

for  further  cc 

al  leasing  l 

n  the  Colstrip  area.   These  lands  are 

T2N 

R42E 

Section 

30 

Mish 

T2N 

R41E 

Section 

14 

S'4 

T2N 

R41E 

Section 

22 

BH 

T2N 

R41E 

Section 

24 

All 

T2N 

R41E 

Section 

26 

w!j  ,  w!*SE!j  ,  NEJ* 

T2N 

R41E 

Section 

30 

S)«SEJS 
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R41E 
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32 
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Section 
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R41E 

Section 

10 

s'4S'4 

TIN 

R41E 
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18 
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R40E 
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32 
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TIN 

R40E 

Section 

4 

All 

TIN 

R40S 

Section 

6 

All 

TIN 

R40E 

Section 

8 

All 

TIN 

R40E 

Section 

10 

NW^.NW^SwJS 

TIN 

R40E 

Section 

12 

NE^SE^ 

TIN 

R40E 

Section 

14 

SH 

T2N 

R39E 

Section 

34 

W!jsw!i 

TIN 

R39E 

Section 

2 

s!£NW!s,S^ 

If  you  have  any  questions 
matter,  please  contact  me 

Sincerely, 

M  /. 

Michael  W.  Shea 
Permit  Coordinator 
Montana-Wyoming  Operation 

MWS:kc 


cerning  these  co 


its  or  any  other 
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ill,-*  The  Naval  Coal  Reserves  will  he  considered  available  and  acceptable  for 
further  consideration  for  leasing  pending  disposition  of  the  withdrawal, 
'he    final    (June    JiftO)    document    shows    the   effects   of    this   change. 

"4^  "hen  the  Rf.M  receives  proof  of  written  agreement  between  Western  Pnergy, 
the  Involved  landowners  and  the  Rosehud  County  Connissioners,  the  excep- 
tion   to    the    criteria   nav   he   applied. 

"44      After   consultation   with    the   Montana   nept.    of    Fish,    Ulldllfe    and    Parks    and 
if    it    Is   agreed    that    all    or   certain   stipulated   methods   of   coal    mining 
will    not    cause    a   significant    long-term    impact    on    the    areawHe 
sharp-tailed    grouse    population,    this   area   mav   be   considered    for   leasing. 

"AS      The    flood    plain   designation    is    in   accordance   with   HSfiS  and   mm  desirna- 

tions   based    on   the   geomorphic    characteristics    of    the   stream   and    contribu- 
ting  drainages.      If   and    when   Western   Pnergv   suhmits    written    proof    that 
they   have   made    substantial    legal    and    financial    commitments   on    this    piece 
of    land    prior    to   January   4,    1077,    the    exception   may   he   applied. 

"4ft      The   nalorltv   of    the    land   descrlhed    lies    outside    the   original    MFP   coal 

lease  recommendation  areas  and  are  therefore  not  addressed  in  the  update 
or  amendment.  Where  descrlhed  lands  can  he  Included,  e.g.  the  Naval  Coal 
Reserve,    they   have    been   discussed   and    Included. 
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Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Miles  City  District 
P.O.  Box  9A0 
Miles  City,  MT   59301 

Dear  Sirs; 


«23 


I    4 


Enclosed   are   my  comments    on   the  March    1980   Proposed 
MFP  Revisions    for    the    Powder  River  Resource  Area.    I  would    like 
to  make   it  clear  to  whomever  is  assigned   to   read   these  comments 
th.it  I  have  great  sympathy  for  the  district  office   and  state 
office   personnel  whose  jobs   are   being  done   for  them  by  various 
persons   in  D0I   in  Washington.    I  have    followed  the  new  coal 
leasing  scheme   to   the   best  of  my  ability  since   its    inception, 
and  I  suspect  that   local  personnel   in  the  BLM  are  as   disgusted 
as   I  am  with   the  way  things  are  going.   Therefore,    it   is  my  hope 
that   the  non-political  BLM  people  will  not    take   these   comments 
personally;  we   are   all  pawns   or  helpless   bystanders,    it   seems, 
no  matter  how  hard  we    try    to   change    things.     (Although,    I   am 
not  paid  to  sign   things   like   this  mess;   you   are,   but   that's   a 
matter    for  your   own   conscience.) 

ince'rely,       )  <_J 
John  Wiener 


Wiener    -1- 

I.    General   Comments 
Page   2 - 1 :        The   public   should  have   been   informed  of   the   degree 
of  significance  of   the  "tentative   leasing   target  of   776  million 
tons   of  coal".   That   degree   of  significance   is  null;    the   public 
has    been  misinformed   by   the    implication   that    leasing   will   be 
somewhere    near   that    figure.      So    far,    the    significance   of 
'tentative    leasing    targets"    has    been    demonstrated   in    the   Green 
River-Hams    Fork   Region   and    the   Uinta-Southwest   Utah    region. 
The   Green   River   region  has,    according   to    the   Department   of   the 
Interior    (FES    79-19,    Federal   Coal  Management    Program,    p.    2-2), 
77,  of  western  coal   reserves,   compared  to   Powder  River  region's 
6678.   The  Green  River  tentative    target,   at   the  start  of  application 
of  the  coal   leasing  process,  was   321  million   tons.   The   preferred 
alternative    for   leasing,    according    to    the   Draft  ES    on  Green 
River  leasing,   April   1980,    is    754   million   tons,    including   520 
million   tons   for  the  official   leasing   target  and   the    remainder 
as   "production  maintenance".    In    the   Utah    region,    the    initial 
figure  was   109  million   tons;   since    the  start  of   the  program  there, 
it  has  grown  to  322  million   tons,    for  the  target,   and  the 
"production   maintenance"    leasing  has   not    been   yet    specified. 

Since    the    Powder   River  region   contains,    according   to 
D0I,    more    than   nine    times   more    coal    than  Green   River,    it   would 
not    be    surprising    if    there   were   more    than   nine    times    as    much 
leasing;    this  would  be   approximately  6.8  Billion  tons.   Looked 
at   in  another  way,    the   two   regions  more   advanced  have  had   their 
targets   increased  234%  and  295%,   so  perhaps   this   target  will 
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increase  by  a  mere  260%  or  so,    resulting   In   leasing  of  only 

2   Billion  tons   or  so.    It   is  clear  that    informing   the  public 

of  the    776  million  tons   figure    is  misinforming  the  public, 

since   there   is   no   reason   to  believe   that   leasing  will  be  this 

small,   and   there    is  observable  and  solid  reason   to  believe   it  47 

will  be  much  greater. 

Finally,  no  other  region  with   the  exception  of   the 
Fort  Union  region  will   be   subject   to  such   intense  pressure 
for   leasing  of  unusually  gargantuan  blocks   of  cheap   federal 
coal   for  the  purpose  of  acquisition  of  synthetic    fuels    subsidies 
and  grants   from  Congress.   Therefore,   aside   from  the  pressures 
which  caused  the   targets   to  balloon   in   the  other  regions,    this 
target  will   inflate   rapidly  from  synfuel  promotion  as  well. 

Pages   2-3  and   1-5:  The   statement   that   there   is  "limited   interest''  I 

in  the   development  of   thresholds   is   true  only  If  one   refers   to 

the   BLM  alone,  which  has   demonstrated  no   interest  whatsoever  in 

thresholds  since   they  served  their  purpose  of  being  a  selling 

point   for  the  new  leasing  scheme.   BLM  has  written   little  about 

thresholds,   and   the   language  which  has   been  produced  has   been 

re-used  verbatim  where  useful,   but  only  in  documents   produced 

before  approval  of  the  new  scheme.    It    is  a   flat  misrepresentation 

to  say  there   is   limited   interest  outside  of  BLM,   however.    It 

will  be   amusing   to  note   the   lack  of   thresholds   in   further  develop 

ments   by  the  BLM. 


48 


J 


Wiener   -3- 

Page   2-3:   The   statement   that  no  areas   of  critical  environmental 
concern  have   been  identified   In   the  coal    lease   recommendation 
areas    is  amusing.   No  areas  of  critical  environmental  concern 
have  ever  been  Identified  anywhere,   even  though   identification 
of   ACECs   was   made   a   priority   -    by   the    FLPMA   of    1976.    BLM  has 
In   this   area  considered   itself,   apparently,    to   be   above    the 
law  and  has   ignored  the  mandate  of  Congress.   Not  only  has 
BLW  refused   to    identify  any  ACECs,    as    required   by   law,    but 
BLW  has   also  blithely  refused   to  promulgate    regulations   for 
the    identification  of  ACECs.   The   only   things  which  could  be 
considered    (charitably)   a  gesture   in  the   direction  of  com- 
pliance  with    the    policy   and    language   of  FLPMA   on   ACECs    are 
the   feeble,   shabby,   and  apparently  defunct  proposed  guidelines 
for  ACEC   identification,   and  the   loose   inclusion  of  ACECs 
In  the   regulations  promulgated  for  resource   management  plans. 
Thus,    the   statement   that  no  ACECs  have   been   Identified  in 
the  LRAs    is   ironic,   at   the   least.   By  the   time   the   first  ACEC 
is    identified,    it  will  have   been  possible   for  a  child  born  on 
the   day  ACECs  were  made  a  matter  of  legal  priority  to  have   been 
raised  and  sufficiently  educated  to  understand   the  BLM. 

Page   2-3:   The  reference   to  the  "threat  of  change   in   lifestyle" 
for  this  area   Is   also  amusing,   since   lifestyles   in  the   area 
have  already  been  shattered  by  existing  coal  exploitation  and 
the   Influx  of  highly-paid  migrant  workers   in  construction  and 
mining. 
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II.    Validity  of  Application  of   LUC 

This   document    is    a    testament    to    the   unaccountabillty 
and  irresponsibility  of  the  BLM.   It  raises   yet  again  serious 
questions  about   the  personal  ethics   of  the   civil  servants  who 
have   taken  part   in  this  and  other  charades.   Do  you   lose  sleep? 

Document  Number  2    In  the   package,   'Management 
Situation  Analysis    and  Application   of  Unsuitability  Criteria", 
makes   clear  that   It   is   possible  to  propose   leasing,   and  to 
propose  MFP  revisions   for  two  areas,   Colstrip  and  Decker,   as 
identified  in   this   document,   and   that   there   is    inadequate    infor- 
mation on  which   to  propose  applications  of  lands  unsuitability 
criteria    (LUC)   and  revisions   of   the  MFP  for  the   remaining 
eleven  areas.   Actually,   only  Decker  would  be   permitted   to  be 
carried  forward  by  honest  evaluation  and  pursuit  of   the   regs 
and  statutes,   since  application  of   the  criterion  for  alluvial 
valley  floors  has  not   been  accomplished   for  Colstrip   (p. 2-8). 
On   the    other  hand,    if  Colstrip  can   go  ahead,    by    ignoring  AVFs , 
then  East  Decker  might  also  proceed,  with   the  result   that   3 
areas  could  be   processed  and   10  could  not  be. 

Of  the  other  10  areas,  with  one  exception,   each   lacks 
adequate    information  with  which   to  apply  the   LUC,    because  of 
inadequate   information   on  wildlife,    cultural   resources,    and 
alluvial  valley   floors.   The  exception  may  be  Birney,  where   the 
BLM  has  excepted  33  sites  which  it  considers   to  be  eligible 
for  inclusion  in  the   national  register  of  historic  places 
(pp. 2-37  and  2-38)    from  application  of  criterion   7. 
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Assuming  that   the  exception  applied  to   the   33  sites 
in   the  Birney  LRA   is    indicative   of  inadequate   cultural   resources 
information,    it   is   possible  to  state   that  of  the   10  areas 
which  are  other  than  Colstrip,  Decker  and  East  Decker,  not  one 
area  has    been   adequately   surveyed    to   allow  acceptable   application 
of   the  LUC  to  be  made.  And   it  must   be  noted  that  of  the   3  pos- 
sibly  legitimate  recommendations   for  MFP  revisions,    only  1, 
Decker,  has  apparently  received  even  minimal  qualifying  study 
for  alluvial   floors    (p. 2-41),  while  East  Decker   (p. 2-44)   and 
Colstrip    (p.   2-8)  have  not. 

Observers  are  aware   of   the   fact   that  local  BLM  persons 
have  no  authority  to  decline   the   commands  of   the  Washington 
group  of  DOI  which   is   operating   the   coal    leasing  scheme   by 
remote  but  very  effective   control,    but  never  the   less,  even 
the  "I  only  follow  orders"   crowd  must  be  congratulated  for  having 
the  nerve   to  publish   this   proposed  revision  while  simultaneously 
admitting  that  the   information  with  which   to  make  even  a  half- 
baked  application  of   the  LUC  is   lacking    (pp.   2-8,   2-11,   2-12, 
2-15,   2-17,   2-18,   2-19,   2-22,   2-23,   2-25,  2-26,   2-27,   2-30, 
2-31,   2-32,   2-34,   2-35,   2-37,   2-38,   2-39,   2-40,   2-41,   2-43, 
2-44,   2-46,   2-47,   2-49,   2-50,   2-53,   2-54,   2-55). 

The    application  of   the    LUC   is    illegitimate    and 
inadequate.   Therefore,  with   the  possible  exception  of  the 
Decker  area,    the  entire  application   is  unacceptable  and  protested. 
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III.    Comments    on   Draft  EA 

The   statement   that  no  controversial   issues  have 
surfaced  is   a  masterpiece  of  BLM  draftsmanship, (See    the  com- 
ments  on  the    federal  coal   leasing  program   (Appendix  K,   FES    79-19, 
Final  Environmental   Impact  Statement,   Federal  Coal  Management 
Program,   available   from  State  Offices)   and  the   comments   on 
the   last   few  regional  EISs   for   the   Powder  River  Basin  area 
(available   for  inspection  at  most  BLM  offices).)    (p.il). 

The   purpose  and  need  section  should  be   rewritten, 
as  the  purpose  should  be   to  assess   the    impacts   of  MFP  revision, 
and  not  merely  the  application  of  LUC.   This    is   established  as 
the  actual  purpose  by   the   first  paragraph  on  page   1. 

On  page   2,    page   one     is   contradicted.  The  proposed 
action   is  revision  of  the  MFPs    involved.  The    first  paragraph 
of  page   2   is  also  notable   for  its   reference   to  ACECs,  which 
are  not   identical  with   lands  unsuitable   for  surface  mining 
operations.    ACECs,   while   they  do  not  exist   in  fact    (in   terras 
of   land  use   planning)   because  of   the  persistent  malfeasance  and 
nonfeasance   of  BLM,   are   defined  in   the  Federal  Land  Policy  and 
Management  Act  of  1976    (which,   contrary  to  popular  belief,    is 
still  on  the   books).   Lands  which  are  unsuitable   for  surface  mining 
are   those   lands   described  by  the  Surface  Mining  Control  and 
Reclamation  Act  of  1977. 
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Paragraph   two  on  page  2  reveals  a   fundamental    (although 
convenient,  no  doubt)   misunderstanding  of  the  meaning  of  the 
term  "impacts".   Impacts  are  effects  which  occur,  not  the   lack 
of  effects  which  do  not   occur.   The   BLM  is   cordially  invited  to 
review   the   Council  on  Environmental  Quality's  regulations, 
at    §1508.8  of  40  CFR.   The   draft  EA   is    inadequate  because   it 
is   backwards   -   rather   than  describing   the  effects   of  the   ap- 
proval or  recommendation  of  leasing  consideration,    the  DEA  in- 
stead describes    the  effects  which  will  not  occur  because  of 
not  considering  certain  areas   for  leasing.   The  DEA,    therefore, 
fails   to  comply  with  NEPA,    and  is   legally  inadequate.   This    is 
not,  however,   a  great   loss,    for  reasons   described  below,    but 
mainly  because   the  application  of  the   LUC,   as   described  above 
and  conceded  in  the   documents,    is    sufficiently  inadequate   that 
the  entire   package  must  be  withdrawn  and   re-proposed  revisions 
to   the  MFP  will  have   to  be  submitted  when  BLM  has   legitimately 
applied  the  LUC  sometime   in  the    future  when  BLM  has    the  necessary 
information  with  which   to  apply  the  criteria. 

Page   three   presents  an  amusing  slip  of  the    tongue; 
editors   should  have  caught   the  admission  that  no  areas  will  be 
considered  unsuitable   for  mining  because  of  criterion   7,   regard- 
less  of   the  values  of  whatever  may  be   there.   No  one   can  doubt 
that  BLM  will  do   its  best   to  avoid  applying   the   criterion,    but 
it   is   impolitic   to  be  so   frank  about   the   reality. 
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The    last  paragraph  on  page   3   is  also  amusing;  naturally, 
none  of   the   other  18  criteria  were  applied  and  then  exempted 
and/or  excepted,   since  hardly  any  of  the  other  criteria  were 
actually  applied  at  all,   since   the   data   for  most  of  them  does 
not  exist,   as   conceded  in   the   documents   and   described  above. 

Page   6  is    interesting.   The   document   fails   to  note 
that  mining  has  already  destroyed   the  lifestyles  of  most  of   the 
residents   of   the   sacrificed  communities,    and   that  mining  and 
the   local  hyperinflation   (commonly  referred   to  as  "minef lation") 
and   loss   of  agricultural   land  and  water  and  labor  have   already 
severely  damaged  the  economic  structure   of  the  affected  areas. 

By  standards   of  BLM  draftsmanship,   however,    the 
consideration  of  impacts   in  terms   of  whole   counties,   most 
of  whose  area   is  not   threatened,    is  a  good  evasionary  tactic. 
Impacts   from  any  project  cluster  are   insignificant   in   terms  of 
the  global  environment,  at   least  socioeconomically,   and   it   is 
effective   to   follow  that   reasoning   in  efforts   to  minimize 
descriptions   of  invasions   and  mining  developments   by  comparing 
the   impacts   on   the   basis   of  as    large  as   possible  an  area. 

It  is   amusing   to  note   that  Table   3-3,    (p.AA-8) 
accidentally  reveals   that   the   counties  with   the   least  capacity 
to  cope  with   invasions  and  mining  developments  are   the  most 
severely   impacted  by  mining   (on  the  proportional   basis   used). 
This    table   is   clever  obfuscation,   but   the  editors   should  have 
omitted  the  embarrassing  "size  of  work  force"   data,  which  gives 
away   the   secret  of  how  pitiful   the  economic   base   is   compared 
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to   the   impacts  which  BLM  is   about   to  bring. 

The   statement  on  page  8   that   increases   in  employment 
in  agriculture  are  unlikely   is   also  amusing.    It  may  be   true   that 
agricultural  employment  has   declined  since   1920,   but  how  much 
of  the   decline  in   the   last  decade  has  been  attributable   to 
federal  coal   promotion  and   leasing?  Obviously,    the  wages   paid 
to   the   immigrant  and  migrant  workers    in  construction  and  mining, 
as  well  as    the   local  mineflation,   will  preclude  any  increases 
in  agricultural  employment   regardless   of  national   trends    toward 
use  of   tractors. 

It    is  also  amusing   to  note   that  the  BLM  has   only  one 
citation   for   the   literature  on  human  misery  and   financial 
disaster  in  boomtowns .    It   is  not  amusing  because   there  are   so 
many  other  references,   but   because   it  is  entirely  possible   that 
this   is   the  only  one   the  BLM  has   seen    (judging  by   the  DEA). 

The   remainder  of  the  DEA   is    irrelevant,   because   it 
is   backwards,   as   described  above   in   this   comment.    It  should  be 
noted,  however,   that  BLM  has   shown  good  political   judgment, 
assuming  that   the   purpose   is   to  keep  the  public   as    ill-informed 
as   possible,    by   failing  to  cite   the   several  EISs   on  the  area, 
which  could  have   been  the   basis   for  the  DEA. 
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IV.  Comment  on  Document  #4B 

Because  of  the   reasons   described  in  comment  II  above, 
this   document   is   rejected  as    inadequate  and  probably  in  violation 
of  regulations   prescribing  application  of  the   LUC. 

V.  Comment   on  Document   #6 
This   document   is    inadequate  because  ot   fails   to 

inform  the  public  of   its    legal   rights   under  the  Surface  Mining 
Control   and  Reclamation   Act   of    1977.    BLM  has    failed    to    inform 
the   public  of  its   right   to  petition  to  have    lands   designated 
unsuitable    for   surface   mining   operations,    and   has    failed    to 
inform  the  public  of  how  to   learn  of  its   rights.   BLM  has   failed 
to  inform  the   public   of   the   fact   that  BLM's   criteria   for  pro- 
posed  designation   of  unsuitability   are   not    in    fact    the   criteria        65 
of  the   SMCRA,   but  rather  are    from  SMCRA  and  a  raft  of  other 
statutes,   and  are   the   product  of  careful  minimization   through 
district-office  overlay  examinations    (see   task-force  reports). 
BLM  has   failed  to  Inform  the  public   that  OSM  is   involved,   and 
that   the  public  can  be   informed  by  OSM  of  its   legal   rights, 
and  of  the  criteria   for  designation  which  were   specified  by 
Congress.    It  was   somewhat  helpful   to  reproduce   a  portion  of 
the  Act,   but  not  sufficient.   The   public  should  also   be   informed 
of    the   DOI ' s   many   cut-off   periods   and  means   of   preventing   the 
designation   of    lands    as   unsuitable    for   surface   mining   operations. 
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MA   "Hie  regulations  give  discretion  to  the  Olstrtct  ManaRer  with  regard  to 

the  development  of  thresholds  [41  OFR  342n.2-3(f)j .  The  use  of  thresholds 
has  not  heen  discarded.   The  concept  Is  under  studv  and,  as  indicated  on 
page  1-5  of  the  draft,  threshold  levels  may  he  developed  during  coal 
resource  activity  planning  based  on  public  and  state/local  government 
comments.   Mo  suggestions  have  yet  heen  received  as  to  what  threshold 
values  should  he  or  how  they  might  he  derived  and  applied. 

"4<>   The  draft  regulations  for  Identification  of  ACEC's  were  published  In  the 
Federal  Register,  Vol.  44,  No.  110,  .Tune  6,  1"7<),  pages  12590  -  1260?. 
Final  rules  have  not  yet  heen  Issued.   Recent  MFP's  which  cover  signifi- 
cant RLM  surface  acreage  have  Identified  ACEC's  (under  the  draft  ACEC 
regulations)  and  prescribed  protective  management. 

The  Powder  River  amendment  examines  only  areas  identified  as  suitable  for 
coal  lease  consideration  In  the  original  land  use  plans.   These  areas, 
having  already  passed  through  the  multiple  use  screen,  did  not  reveal 
areas  of  ACFC  character, on  reexamination.  It  should  be  noted  that  BLM  has 
authority  to  designate  ACPC's  only  on  federally  owned  surface,  further 
limiting  possibilities  for  Identification.   If  specific  areas  which  may 
qualify  have  heen  overlooked,  such  information  will  he  gratefully 
received . 


#50   There  are  two  comments  that 
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latlve  to  the  charge  that  "the  document 
adv  destroyed  the  lifestyles  of  most  of 
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Secondly,  we  have  found  that  most  communities  are  In  favor  of  some  tvne 
of  development,  Including  mineral  development,  In  order  to  give  the  area 
some  economic  viability.  In  short,  lifestyles  have  not  heen  destroyed  nor 
communities  sacrificed.  The  continued  decline  In  the  number  of  family 
farms  Is  not  a  result  of  mining.   In  other  counties  where  mining  does  not 
compete  with  agriculture  for  land,  labor  and  water,  the  rate  of  decline 
In  the  number  of  farms  or  ranches  Is  as  great  as  or  greater  than  the 
decline  In  the  number  of  farms  or  ranches  In  Rosehud  and  Rig  Horn 
Counties  (about  two  percent  per  year).   However,  the  potential  Impacts  on 
specific  farms  and  ranches  from  leasing  and  mining  coal  will  he 
considered  In  the  regional  (activity  plan)  PS.   The  perception  that  the 
economic  structure  has  heen  "damaged"  Is  Interesting.  Those  residents  who 
are  benefiting  from  an  Increase  in  Job  opportunities  or  business  income 
may  perceive  growth  differently.   Bureau  social  scientists  attempt  to 
record  both  kinds  of  interpretations;  i.e.  both  those  who  see  losses  and 
those  who  perceive  benefits  from  development. 


"SI   Uhen  the  unsuitability  criteria  were  adopted  by  the  Secretary,  it  was 

recognized  that  data  deficiencies  would  inevitably  exist  which  would  have 
to  he  rectified  to  complete  planning  schedules.   Therefore,  the  coal 
management  regulations  [41  CFR  1461 .1-1 (b)(I ) 1  state  that  "where  either  a 
criterion  or  exception  .  .  .  cannot  be  applied  during  the  land  use  plan- 
ning process  hecause  of  Inadequate  or  unreliable  data,"  the  reasons  shall 
he  discussed  along  with  disclosing  when  the  data  would  he  available.   In 
no  case  will  tracts  proceed  to  leasing  or  mine  plan  approval  without  full 
application  of  all  relevant  unsui tahility  criteria.  In  short,  the  data 
deficiencies  noted  are  not  grounds  at  this  time  for  removal  of  these 
lands  from  further  consideration  for  leasing. 

#52   The  summary  statement  has  been  changed  to  reflect  that  the  impacts 

assessed  were  those  due  to  removal  of  lands  from  further  consideration 


for  leasing. 
"51   The  purpose  of  the  PA  Is  to 


the  impacts  of  the 


1  of  certain 


lands  from  further  lease  consideration  due  to  application  of  the  unsult- 
ahlllty  criteria  and  surface  owner  consultation.   Following  the  tract 
delineation  process  by  the  USGS,  a  site  specific  analysis  will  be  com- 
pleted for  each  tract  showing  the  impacts  of  posslhle  coal  development 
for  that  tract.   Then  a  regional  environmental  statement  will  he 
completed  for  those  tracts  ranked  by  the  Regional  Coal  Team  for  a  possi- 
ble leasing  and  will  consider  posslhle  Impacts  of  leasing  on  a  regional 
basis. 

#54  Chapter  2  beginning  on  paRe  2  of  the  draft  FA  begins  with  discussion  of 
the  Preferred  Alternative  which  reflects  the  discussion  in  Chapter  1  and 
does  not  contradict  the  stated  Purpose  and  Need  of  the  EAR. 


"56   The  actual  effects  of  the  MFP  recommendations  for  coal  leasing  considera- 
tion will  he  discussed  in  the  site  specific  analysis  to  be  prepared  on 
each  tract  delineated  for  further  lease  consideration  (see  No.  4°.  above). 

"57  The  criterion  7  statement  has  been  changed  to  reflect  current  consulta- 
tion with  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  and  the  Advisory  Council. 


#SR   The  paragraph 
application. 


#59  See  No.  50  abo 


red  to  has  heen  changed  to  descrihe  the  criteria 


#60   The  scale  of  analysis  used,  essentially  the  planning  area  and 
units,  is  consistent  with  the  current  Bureau  guidance. 


"61  The  table  intended  to  show  that 
of  the  work  force  increases,  the 
of  lob  opportunities. 
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in  No.  50  above 


"61   The  lit 
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PA  treats  effects  of  constraining  areas 
slderatlons.  A  regional  PIS  is  scheduled 
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#65   Document  "6  referred  to  (Appendix  c  herein)  contains  an  explanation  of 
the  derivation  of  the  unsuitability  criteria  and  includes  all  twenty  of 
the  criteria.   It  also  references  the  right  to  petition  and  includes  a 
reproduction  of  that  complete  section  (522)  of  the  SMCRA  of  1^77.   A 
description  of  the  process  and  authorities  for  petitioning  the  Office  of 
Surface  Mining  to  designate  lands  unsuitable  has  been  included  in  the 
"Actions  After  the  MFP"  section  of  the  final  decision. 
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Mr.    George   Neuberg,    District   Manager 

Miles   City   District,    BLM 

Box   9*10 

Miles  City,  MT   59301 

Dear  Mr.  Neuberg: 

t  have  reviewed  your  Powder  River  Resource  Area  Management  Framework 
Plan  Amendments.   Please  consider  the  following  comment: 

"#*tA,  Draft  Environmental  Assessment  on  Decker-Bi  rney ,  South 
Rosebud,  and  Coalwood  MFP  Amendments,  Chapter  2,  page  3;  1 

Exception 

While  at  this  time  no  areas  have  had  this  exception  applied, 
after  consultation  with  the  Advisory  Council  and  the  State 
Historic  Preservation  Officer,  no  sites  will  be  considered     ^_ 
unsuitable  for  mining,  and  no  lands  will  be  excluded  from      ^© 
this  area." 


nt  be  corrected  to  comply  with  the  lands 


"...sites  may  be  considered  unsuitable  for  mining,  and  lands  m. 
be  excluded  from  this  area." 

I  have  no  further  comment  on  your  draft,  but  will  look  forward 
to  consulting  with  you  at  the  appropriate  time  for  each  coal  strip 
mining  undertaking. 

Thank  you  for  permiting  me  to  review  and  comment  on  your  draft 


able 


J 


rt   Archibald 
ActirTg    SHPO 


RESPONSE    TO   APRIL    23,     l^RO,    LETTER    FROM    MONTANA    HISTORICAL    SOCIETY 

1*66     The   word    changes    recommended    by    the   State   Historic    Preservation   Offic 
(SHPO)   have   been    incorporated    into   the    final   document.      Consultation 
coordination   with    the   SHPO  will   continue    through   all    phases   of    the 
planning  effort. 
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Shell  Oil  Company 


April  24,  1980 


Mr.  George  Neuberg 

District  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Post  Office  Box  940 

Miles  City,  Montana  59301 

Dear  Mr.  Neuberg: 

You  have  asked  for  comments  on  your  recently  issued  amendments  to 
the  Powder  River  Resource  Area  MFPs.   We  note  that  adverse  reac- 
tions in  the  surface  owner  consultation  process  have  resulted  in 
the  deletion  of  nearly  a  half-billion  tons  of  federal  coal  and 
that  another  quarter-billion  was  lost  to  unsuitability  criteria. 

We  feel  this  potential  shortfall  could  be  alleviated  by  the  inclu- 
sion of  areas  hitherto  not  considered  and  specifically  suggest  the 
Pearl  Area  in  the  southwestern  portion  of  the  Decker-Birney  MFP. 
As  we  have  discussed  previously,  this  area  is  unencumbered  with 
qualified  surface  owners  and  is  further  enhanced  by  well-documented 
high  quality,  thick,  surface  minable  coal  seams  and  by  its  nearness 
to  a  planned  transportation  outlet.   As  you  know,  Shell  is  continu- 
ing to  augment  its  data  base  with  additional  core  drilling.   Our 
application  for  an  exploration  license  in  Pearl  Area  is  currently 
being  processed. 

Very  truly  yours, 


1 


RC0:pl 


W.  C.  Gibson 
Exploration  Manager 
MINING 
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FSPONSE  TO  APRIL  24,  19R0,  LETTER  FROM  SHELL  OIL  COMPANY 

67   The  MFP  Amendments  and  Update  addressed  only  those  areas  identified  as 
lease  recommendation  areas  (LRA's)  In  the  original  1074  and  1971  MFP's. 
The  Pearl  area  referred  to  by  Shell  is  outside  the  boundaries  of  those 
LRA's.   The  Pearl  area  will  he  considered  in  the  10R4  Resource  Managemen 
Plan  or  other  MFP  Amendments  if  scheduled  before  1984. 
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UNITED  STATES 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 

Billings  Area  Office 

Federal   BuldUng,  Room  3035 

316  North  ?6th  Street 

BIlHngs,  Montana  59101 

April    25,   1980 


§      a? 


i 


EH 


APR  2  U 1980 

-mi 


IBE1 


Mr.  George  Neuberg,  District  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Miles  City  District 

P.O.   Box  940,  Nest  of  Miles  City 

Miles  City,  MT  59301 

Dear  Mr.   Neuberg: 

We  have  reviewed  the  Powder  River  Resources  Area  Management  Framework 
Plan  Amendments  package  dated  March  1980.     Our  review  covered  the 
application  of  unsultablllty   criteria  #9,   #11,   112,  113,  and  #14  on 
thirteen  coal   lease  recommendation  areas  within  the  Powder  River  Resource 
Area. 

He  concur  with  the  subject  unsultablllty  applications  and  the  draft 
decision  findings  regarding  these  criteria  for  the  Colstrlp,  Greenleaf- 
Mlller,  Decker,  and  East  Decker  coal  areas.     We  also  concur  with  the 
decisions  regarding  the  Inadequacy  of  existing  wildlife  data  for  appli- 
cation of  the  subject  unsultablllty  criteria  for  the  remaining  nine  coal 
areas  in  the  Powder  River  Resource  Area.     We  note  that  adequate  wildlife 
baseline  studies  for  the  nine  areas  are  not  scheduled  to  be  completed 
until   late  1n  1980  for  five  areas  and  not  until   late  1981  for  the  re- 
maining four  areas.     As  a  result,  we  do  not  understand  the  draft  deci- 
sion that  all   these  areas  are  acceptable  for  further  consideration  for 
coal  development  pending  further  study  when  the  January  1980  draft 
Powder  River  Activity  Planning  Schedule  for  1982  leasing  shows  what 
appears  to  be  many  key  coal  planning  activities  (Tract  Delineation, 
October  ID,  1980;  Site  Specific  Analysis,  November  7,  1980;  Preliminary 
Tract  Selection,  January  8,  1981;  DEIS  Preparation,  July  27,  1981)  being 
completed  prior  to  completion  of  many  of  the  baseline  wildlife  studies 
and  subsequent  unsultablllty  criteria  applications.     This  procedure  1s 
particularly  confusing  1n  light  of  existing  regulations  which  appear  to 
require  that  areas  be  excluded  from  final   regional   lease  sale  environ- 
mental  impact  statements  when  data  for  unsultablllty  applications  Is 
Inadequate. 
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68 


We  note  In  the  discussion  for  application  of  Criterion  #11  for  the 
Hanging  Woman  Coal  Area  that  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  will  be 
consulted  1n  the  determination  of  age  and  past  usage  of  three  golden 
eagle  nests  1n  this  area.  We  are  prepared  to  provide  the  required 
consultation  on  this  criterion  as  well  as  any  other  criterion  where 
interpretation  of  baseline  wildlife  data  would  be  appropriate  or  re- 
quired by  regulation  or  administrative  guidelines.  We  also  note  1n  the 
discussion  for  Criterion  #15  that  one  pair  of  burrowing  owls  has  been 
documented  In  the  Hanging  Woman  LRA.  This  species  has  been  determined 
to  be  a  "migratory  bird  species  of  high  Federal  interest"  for  the  Powder 
River  Basin  Area  and  should  be  considered  1n  the  application  of  Criterion 
#14.  Although  a  reference  to  Criterion  #14,  1s  contained  in  the  Hanging 
Woman  LRA  Criterion  #15  dlcusslon,  the  actual  Criterion  #14  application 
Is  missing.  Any  decision  to  Include  or  exclude  from  leasing  prairie  dog 
towns  which  contain  nesting  burrowing  owls  should  consider  not  only  the 
location  of  nearby  prairie  dog  towns  but  the  surface  ownership  of  these 
towns  as  well.  If  nearby  prairie  dog  towns,  which  are  not  being  consi- 
dered for  leasing,  are  in  public  ownership,  then  wildlife  (burrowing 
owls),  considerations  would  be  a  part  of  future  surface  management 
decisions.  Such  assurances  tre   not  guaranteed  in  future  management 
decisions  by  private  surface  owners. 

Please  feel  free  to  contact  us  If  you  have  any  questions  about  our 
comments  on  the  draft  management  framework  plan  amendments. 

Slncerely/C 


68 


J 


Mm 

Area  Manager 


State  Director,  BLM,  Billings.  MT 

Regional  Director,  USFWS,  Denver  CO     Attn:   Frank  Cole 

Bob  Martlnka,  Montana  Department  of  F1sh,  Wildlife,  and  Parks, 

Helena,  MT 
D1ck  Juntunen,  Montana  Department  of  State  Lands,  Helena,  MT 
Bob  Berg,  USFWS,  Cheyenne,  WY 


RESPONSE   Tfl  APRIL   25,    lflRf),    LETTER   FROM   U.S.    FISH  AND  WILDLIFP   SERVICE 

#ftR     The  coal  management   regulations  under  section  3461 . 3-1 (a)(l )  ,   (2)  and 

(h)(1)    direct    the   RLM   to   apply   the    unsuitability   criteria   and    to    indicate 
the   adequacy   of    the    data.      This   has   been   done   with   several    areas   shown   as 
sviltahle   pending   further  study.      Paragraph  (b)(2)   then   indicates   these 
areas  will  not  be  analyzed   In  a   final   regional    lease   sale  EIS   if  the  data 
is   not    availahle.    The   USFWS   concurred    with    the    BLM   initial   delineations 
of   buffer    zones    for    raptor   nests.      Field   checks   have    heen    scheduled    for 
June    19RO    to  determine   adequacy   of    these   buffers.      An   exclusion   has   been 
made    for   the   burrowing    owls    in   the   Hanging   Woman   LRA. 
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George  Neuberg,  District  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  940 

Miles  City,  MT  59301 


Daa 


Mr.  Neuberg, 

I  am  responding 


your  request  for  comments  on  the 
Management  Framework  Plan.   Amendments  for  the  Powder 
River  Resource  Area. 

Unsuitability  Criterion  Number  18  may  apply  to  some 
of  the  lands  within  the  Cook  Creek  watershed  in  the  Birney 
Coal  area.  The  water  in  Cook  Creek  has  been  gaged  conti- 
nuously since  1976  and  the  results  and  analysis  are  avail- 
able in  Volume  II  (Hydrologic  Data)  of  Hydro logic  Impacts 
From  Potential  Coal  Strip  Mining  Northern  Cheyenne  Reser- 
vation by  William  W.  Woessner,  et.  al. 

Cook  Creek  is  a  proposed  sight  for  a  water  storage 
reservoir  for  Northern  Cheyenne  water.   Any  coal  mining 
carried  on  in  the  northern  part  of  the  Birney  Field  could 
have  an  adverse  affect  on  that  water. 


Timothy  W.  Karstrom 
Research  Coordinator 
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RESPONSE  TO  MAY  5,  19ftf),  LETTER  FROM  THE  NORTHERN  CHEYENNE  TRIBAL  PLANNING 
OFFICE 

#61  Cook  Creek  is  not  designated  hy  the  state  as  a  National  Resource  Water 
and  is  therefore  not  covered  by  criterion  18.  If  such  a  designation  is 
made  at  some  future  time,  the  application  could  he  reevaluated  prior  to 
leasing. 

The  effects  of  leasing  the  area  proposed  for  water  storage  should  be 
considered  in  the  Rite  Specific  Analysis  and  Regional  Environmental 
Statement  which  follow  this  planning  effort. 
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RESPONSE  TO  HAY  14,  1080,  LETTER  FROM  DAVID  AND  MELINDA  BLISS 


#70  The  reversal  of  surface  owner 
surface  owner  consultation  nap 
however,  as  the  result  of  thes 


'lews  has  been  shown  on  the  Moorhead 

No  federal  coal  acreage  was  deleted, 
:  negative  views. 


General  Partner 


8    KBHMUCK  t 


DIANA    C    KENDMCK 


Kendrick  Cattle  Company  £=^ 


ow 

WM 
T7.   K.   B4J 


Mr.  George  Neuberg 
District  Director 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Miles  City,  Montana   59301 


May  IS,  1980 


Dear  George: 

This  letter  1s  being  written  to  you  In  response  to  the  call  for 
public  comments  on  "The  Management  Framework  Plan  Amendments,  March 
1980,  Powder  River  River  Resources  Area,  Miles  City  District." 

This  MFP  covers  an  area  of  Intense  Interest  to  the  Kendrick 
Cattle  Company  known  as  the  Hanging  woman  Coal  Area.   The  Kendrick 
Cattle  Company  has  ranched  1n  this  area  since  1890. 

Table  10  of  Exhibit  4B  lists  four  unsul tabl 1 Ity  criteria,  which 
have  no  exception  applied.  This  would  potentially  eliminate  acreage 
that  could  be  mined  in  the  Hanging  Woman  Coal  Area. 

1  would  like  to  address  each  of  these  unsul tabl 1 1ty  criteria  and 
suggest  mitigating  conditions  so  that  exceptions  could  be  applied, 
either  now  or  in  the  future,  to  these  areas. 

Criterion  2.   Ri qhts-of -Way  and  Easements   It  1s  recognized  that 
an  exception  probably  cannot  be  applied  at  this  time,  but  should  coal 
development  occur  in  the  area  of  the  existing  rights-of-way,  the 
Kendrick  Cattle  Company  would  be  prepared  to  work  with  the  concerned 
parties  to  provide  alternate  rights-of-way  and  easements  to  permit 
surface  mining.   It  1s  requested  that  the  current  locations  of  rights- 
of-way  and  easements  not  prohibit  the  leasing  of  coal  in  these  areas, 
but  be  addressed  at  the  time  the  mining  permit  is  applied  for,  after 
the  coal  lease  has  been  obtained. 

Criterion  4.   Buffer  Zones  Along  Rights-of-way  and  Adjacent  To 
Communities  and  Buildings   It  is  recognized  that  an  exception  probably 
cannot  be  applied  at  this  time,  but  should  coal  development  occur  1n 
the  area  of  the  existing  buffer  zone  along  rights-of-way  and  adjacent 
to  communities  and  buildings,  the  Kendrick  Cattle  Company  would  be 
prepared  to  work  with  the  concerned  parties  to  provide  alternate  lo- 
cations for  the  6.7  miles  of  public  roads.   It  1s  requested  that  the 
fact  that  the  6.7  miles  of  public  roads  exist  1n  the  current  contem- 
plated lease  area,  that  this  not  be  an  area  that  is  deleted  from 
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Page  2 

Mr.  George  Neuberg 

May  15.  1980 


leasing  because  the  relocation  of  these  public  roads  can  be  addressed 
in  the  application  for  the  mining  permit  to  be  Issued  after  the  coal 
lease  1s  obtained. 

Criterion  15.  State  Resi dent  M  sh  and  W1ldl1 
and  seventeen  acres  have  been  excluded  because  of 
sage  grouse  leks.  Historically,  It  has  been  demon 
grouse  leks  can  be  moved  and  that  the  sage  grouse  I 
themselves  to  renew  leks,  permitting  the  surface  m 
location  of  the  old  lek.  A  study  of  the  f eas  1  b1 1  i 
within  the  lands  of  the  Kendrlck  ranch  is  now  bein 
Consulting  of  Helena,  Montana.  The  study  will  be 
ber  30,  1980,  and,  1f  the  results  Indicate  the  ab1 
1n  question,  the  Kendrlck  Cattle  Company  will  meet 
state  and  federal  agencies  to  determine  what  furth< 
taken . 

It  is  noted  that  sage  grouse  naturally  move  their  leks,  and  it  is 
entirely  possible  that  the  areas  where  leks  now  exist  might  not  be  of 
concern  when  mining  is  contemplated. 
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similar  fashion  604  acres  have  been  exclude 


luse  they     yi 
have  been  used  by  antelope  as  a  wintering  range  for  the  past  two  years.   ' 
It  appears  clear,  subject  to  further  study,  that  in  the  late  1980s  the 
antelope  wintering  range  now  used  might  have  been  abandoned  by  the 
antel ope . 

For  both  sage  grouse  leks  and  antelope  wintering  ranges  we  believe 
decisions  should  be  made  whether  or  not  to  mine,  based  on  conditions  at 
the  time  of  mining,  not  on  circumstances  a  decade  in  advance.   He  might 
be  addressing  problems  which  1n  the  normal  course  of  events  have  been 
eliminated  prior  to  the  time  of  applying  for  a  mining  permit  without  any 
intervention  on  the  part  of  man. 

Subject  to  the  results  of  these  studies  and  considering  the  favor- 
able history  of  the  ability  to  mitigate  wildlife  conflicts,  it  is  re- 
quested  that  the  921  acres  be  included  in  future  leases,  with  full 
recognition  that  leasing  does  not  imply  the  ability  to  mine.   It  is  also 
recognized  that  exceptions  may  be  applied  at  a  later  date  only  with  the 
agreement  of  all  parties  concerned. 

The  Kendrlck  Cattle  Company  re cognizes  that  any  mining  will  disrupt 
the  wildlife  in  the  area  of  the  mining  activities,  and  remains  committed 
to  minimizing  this  disruption  and  to  working  towards  the  objective  of 
enhancing  the  quality  and  quantity  of  wildlife  in  the  area. 


Page  3 

Mr .  George  Neuberg 

May  15,  1980 


I  understand  that  studies  of  the  Hanging  Woman  Coal  Area  are  not 
complete.   As  additional  information  comes  to  your  attention  that 
might  pre elude  leasing  of  any  portion  of  the  area,  I  would  appreciate 
being  informed  so  that  any  mitigating  efforts  can  be  initiated  at  the 
earliest  possible  time. 
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Hoff.  Jr. 
Genera  1  Partner 


RFSPONSF   TO   MAV    15,     l*»RO   LPTTFR    FROM   KFNnRICX    CATTLF    COMPANY 

071      As    stated    In   the   draft   Amendment,    exceptions    to   criteria    2   and    3   may    be 
applied   during   activity   planning    if   appropriate   agreements   can   he 
reached.    The   BLM   realizes    that   wildlife    populations   are   dynamic    and   do 
fluctuate    in   any   Riven   area.      However,    If   suitable   habitat    is   present, 
wildlife   will    remain   in   a   Riven   area    from   year   to   year   as    lonR   as    the 
habitat    is   available.    Therefore,    the   acreage   deleted   by   criterion    15 
remains    unsuitable    for    further   consideration    for    leasing   at    this    time. 
In   the    event    adequate  mltigative   measures   are    taken   and   concurrence    with 
the  Montana   Flah,   Came   and    Parks    is   acquired,    some   exceptions    to 
criterion    15   may   be   applied   at   a    later    time. 
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Mr.   George  Neuberg,  District  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Miles  City  District 

P.O.    Box  940 

Miles  City,  Montana  59301 

Dear  Mr.  Neuberg: 

The  State  of  Montana  Management  Framework  Plan  team  has  reviewed  the  Powder 
River  Resources  Area  Management  Framework  Plan  Amendments  booklet  dated  March,  1980. 
The  following  comments  represent  that  review. 

The  introduction  section  indicates  that  this  document  Identifies  areas  suit- 
able for  further  consideration  for  leasing  and  includes  mitigating  measures  necessary 
to  protect  surface  values  where  the  exceptions  to  the  criteria  have  been  applied. 
Yet  in  all  cases  where  the  exception  to  criteria  7  have  been  applied  the  explanation 
given  is  "these  sites  all  appear  to  be  adequately  mitigated  and  therefore  will  not, 
the  BLM  believes,  exclude  the  area  from  mining."  This  appears  to  be  a  somewhat 
less  than  adequate  explanation  of  the  necessary  mitigating  measures  which  would  be 
applied  to  mitigate  the  adverse  affects  of  mining. 

In  reading  through  the  unsuitability  criteria  and  owner  consultation  Informa- 
tion we  noted  that  not  all  of  the  unsuitability  criteria  had  been  applied,  yet  most 
of  the  coal  fields  were  considered  acceptable  for  further  consideration  for  coal 
development.  Such  is  the  case  for  Hanging  Woman  and  Moorhead  coal  fields.  We  are 
assuming  that  these  areas  are  classified  as  such  until  all  the  unsuitability  criteria 
have  been  applied. 

The  surface  owner  consent  process  as  far  as  the  BLM  has  Incorporated  1t  into 
the  coal  leasing  system  is  commendable.  However,  a  very  important  aspect  of  consent 
was  omitted  both  in  the  certified  letters  sent  to  the  surface  owners  and  1n  this 
MFP  Amendment.  The  question  of  transferability  of  consent  was  not  addressed.  Accord- 
ing to  Ann  Vance  of  the  Solicitors  Office  in  Washington,  D.C.,  1n  order  for  the  sur- 
face owner  consent  to  be  valid  1t  must  be  transferable.  This  criteria  of  transfer- 
ability has  not  been  sufficiently  explained  and  could  lead  to  substantial  problems  1n 
the  future.  I  urge  the  8LM  to  clarify  this  transferability  question  and  sufficiently 
explain  its  ramifications  to  the  surface  owners  previously  contacted. 

It  appears  that  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  has  done  a  credible  job  1n  con- 
sidering wildlife  in  the  planning  efforts.  Where  sufficient  data  does  not  exist, 
the  BLM  has  noted  the  lack  of  information  and  have  made  a  commitment  to  use  addition- 
al data  when  they  become  available.  However,  in  some  areas  the  necessity  for  buffer 
zones  around  eagle  nests  and  identification  of  concentration  areas  appears  weak  or 
lacking  altogether.  Hopefully  this  information  will  also  be  gathered  at  a  later  date 
and  used  to  fill  in  the  voids  that  now  appear  obvious  yet  are  not  identified  as  such. 


Ills 


72 

J 

"1 

73 

_r 

"I 

74 
J 

1 

75 

_r 


10-32 


Page  Two 

Mr.  George  Neuberg 

May  20,  1980 

Our  final  comnent  does  not  specifically  apply  to  the  Amendments  but  1t  should 
be  noted  that  strip  mining  and  utilization  of  coal  normally  prompts  a  number  of  * 

environmental  health  permits.     The  proposals  to  lease  federal  coal   lands  will  un- 
doubtedly generate  applications  for  development,  which  1n  turn  will   require  permits 
from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental   Sciences.     Before  Issuing  any  permits, 
the  DHE5  will  thoroughly  review  all  permit  applications  to  Insure  they  comply  with 
Montana's  environmental   health  laws. 


We  would  welcome  any  opportunity  to  work  with  BLM  1n  on-ground  reviews  In  any 
area  of  concern  or  of  conflict  1n  view  to  assist  in  your  unsultablllty  application 
process  1n  the  future. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  reply  to  the  proposed  amendments  and  1f  you 
have  any  questions  about  our  comments  please  feel   free  to  contact  us. 


Sincerely, 


76 
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TEO  SCHWINDEN 
Lieutenant  Governor 


RESPONSE  TO  MAY  20,  19R0,  LETTER  FROM  TED  SCHWINDEN,  STATE  OF  MONTANA 

"72   The  statement  referred  to  appears  only  on  page  2*  In  reference  to  four 
archaeological  sites  In  the  Colstrlp  coal  area.   Three  of  these  sites, 
24RB1010,  MRBlfHl  and  24RR1012,  were  recorded  and  excavated  In  1973. 
The  results  of  the  excavations  were  reported  In  a  special  report  by  the 
University  of  Montana's  Statewide  Archaeological  Survey  dated  August  1973 
which  Is  available  to  all  Interested  readers.   The  fourth  site,  24RR264, 
was  recorded  by  archaeologists  with  the  Montana  Tech  Alumni  Foundation, 
Mineral  Research  Center  and  reported  on  In  September  1979;  this  report  Is 
alBO  available.   In  the  report  the  authors  state  that  the  site  does  not 
appear  to  have  the  potential  for  yielding  additional  Information  on  the 
prehistory  of  southeastern  Montana  than  has  already  been  recorded.  Hence, 
we  helleve  the  Information  contained  In  the  report,  artifact  collection 
and  field  notes  constitute  adequate  mitigation  of  the  Impact  of  coal 
mining  on  this  site  and  In  the  three  sites  excavated  In  1973. 

As  required  by  36  OFR  BOO,  Procedures  for  the  Protection  of  Historic  and 
Cultural  Properties,  the  BLM  Is  currently  In  consultation  with  the 
Montana  State  Historic  Preservation  officer  and  the  Advisory  Council  on 
Historic  Preservation  concerning  the  adequacy  of  previous  cultural 
resource  Inventories  for  coal  leasing,  National  Register  determinations 
and  the  application  of  unsultablllty  criteria  and  exception  on  all  sites 
In  all  of  the  cultural  resource  reports  referenced  In  the  Powder  River 
MFP  Amendment.   Where  adequate  inventory  does  not  exist,  the  Montana 
State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  will  be  consulted  prior  to  coal 
leasing.   After  coal  leasing,  the  Office  of  Surface  Mining  Is  responsible 
for  ensuring  that  adequate  mitigation  measures  are  applied  to  all 
cultural  resources  within  the  mine  plan  areas  that  meet  the  National 
Register  criteria,  documentation  those  resources  which  do  not  meet  the 
criteria,  and  consultation  with  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Office 
and  the  Advisory  Council. 

#73  The  statuB  of  coal  In  the  Individual  coal  fields  la  shown  In  the  various 
charts  and  discussed  In  the  text.   There  are  two  principal  categories: 
(a)  coal  acceptable  for  further  consideration  for  leasing  (where  suffi- 
cient data  Is  available  to  apply  the  unsultablllty  criteria);  and  (b) 
Coal  acceptable  for  further  consideration  for  leasing  pending  further 
study  (where  additional  data  Is  needed  for  application  of  the 
unsultablllty  criteria). 

"74   Ourlng  the  land  use  planning  phase  the  surface  owner  consultation  process 
Is  applied,  not  surface  owner  consent.  The  significant  difference  between 
the  two  has  been  pointed  out,  e.g.  on  page  3-la  and  3— Ifi  of  the  March 
19R0  Amendment.  Surface  owner  consent  Is  applicable  during  the  activity 
planning  phase  (i.e.  after  land  use  planning).   At  that  time,  transfer- 
ability will  be  addressed  In  detail. 

"75  The  final  amendment  decision  document  includes  application  of  wildlife 
data  In  some  coal  fields  and  additional  clarification  and  documentation. 
Where  data  Is  still  needed  for  application  of  criteria,  the  need  Is 
stated. 


"7fS  The  BLM  Is  committed  to  a  coopera 
planning  with  the  State  of  Montan 


and 


ordlnated  effor 
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PURLIO  MEETINOS  AND  RLM  RESPONSE  TO  MAJOR  COMMENTS  AT  MEETINGS 


Ashland  and  Miles  City 
December  1979 

Public  meetings  were  beld  at  Ashland  12-11-79  and  at  Miles  City  12-12-79  to 
give  interested  persons  the  opportunity  to  identify  issues,  express  their 
concerns  and  to  discuss  the  application  of  unsuitability  criteria  and  the 
surface  owner  consultation  processes  on  coal  lease  recommendation  areas  in  the 
Decker-Rirney ,  South  Rosebud  and  Coalwood  Management  Framework  Plans. 

Twenty-two  people  attended  the  Ashland  meeting  and  twenty-two  also  attended  at 
Miles  City. 

RLM  representatives  explained  the  planning  amendment  process  and  the  areas  the 
process  would  be  applied  to.   A  representative  of  the  Montana  Department  of 
Natural  Resources  presented  the  State's  proposal  to  repair  or  replace  the 
tongue  River  Dam  together  with  a  plan  for  some  attendant  coal  mining  to  defray 
costs. 

A  rancher  from  the  Hanging  Woman  area  indicated  that  additional  coal  data 
would  be  provided  to  support  an  expansion  of  the  Hanging  Woman  coal  field.  RLM 
representatives  explained  that  for  the  amendment  we  were  restricted  to  the  MFP 
coal  lease  recommendation  area,  but  that  other  data  could  be  used  in  future 
planning. 

Several  ranchers  from  the  Moorhead  area  explained  the  reclamation  provisions 
of  their  surface  lease  agreements  with  Utah  International.   Transferability  of 
the  agreements,  whether  they  would  be  in  conflict  with  present  state  law, 
etc.,  was  discussed.   Due  to  the  legal  nature  of  the  situation,  these  surface 
owners  were  advised  to  seek  further  legal  advice  and  discuss  the  agreement 
with  Utah  International. 

There  was  considerable  interest,  concern  and  discussion  of  the  State's  Tongue 
River  Dam  project.   State  representatives  explained  the  costs,  advantages, 
problems,  etc.  of  the  project  at  length. 

Three  public  meetings  were  held  to  review  the  application  of  the  unsuitability 
and  surface  owner  consultation  processes. 


Rroadus 
April  24,  1980 

Several  surface  owners  from  the  Moorhead  area  discussed  reclamation  stipula- 
tions in  the  Utah  International  lease  agreement.   RLM  representatives 
discusser!  the  source  data  and  planning  amendment  process  to  be  used  in  the 
area,  but  explained  that  the  terms  of  the  Utah  International  lease  agreement 
were  beyond  the  scope  of  the  amendment.  The  lessees  were  referred  to  the 
Montana  Department  of  State  Lands  and  Department  of  Natural  Resources  and 
Conservation,  since  the  State  will  be  directly  involved  in  reclamation,  a  key 
provision  of  the  agreement. 


10-U 


August  decker  inquired  about  the  record  of  ownership  on  a  tract  of  his  land 
and  was  subsequently  informed. 

Representatives  of  the  Powder  River  County  Planning  Roard  were  concerned  with 
possible  impacts  on  the  county  by  potential  coal  development.   BLM  specialists 
explained  the  program  and  the  amendment  process  to  them.  The  County  Commission 
and  Planning  Board  will  receive  copies  of  the  decision  document. 

Walter  Archer,  Archer  Ranch,  Inc.,  pointed  out  some  errors  in  land  ownership 
on  their  ranch  and  reviewed  the  application  of  his  surface  owner  views.  The 
ownership  record  has  been  corrected  and  Mr.  Archer's  views  duly  recorded. 


Sheridan,  Wyoming 
April  25,  1080 

CONSOL  representatives  indicated  their  company  may  have  surface  agreements  on 
some  of  the  tracts  BLM  has  received  negative  views  on.   No  further  word  has 
been  received  from  CONSOL  and  the  negative  views  are  shown  in  the  final  plan. 

Several  Moorhead  area  surface  owners  attended  the  Sheridan  meeting  with 
generally  the  same  concerns  as  those  expressed  at  the  Broadus  meeting.   A  Utah 
International  representative  attending  the  meeting  was  familiarized  with  the 
landowner  concerns  and  indicated  followup  would  be  made. 

Keith  Bales,  Moorhead  area  rancher,  provided  some  site  specific  information  on 
the  Bear  Creek  flood  plain  which  has  been  incorporated  in  the  final  summary. 

Colstrip,  Montana 
April  26,  IPSO 

Patty  Kluver  expressed  her  concerns  on  the  potential  adverse  impacts  of 
surface  coal  mining  on  shallow  ground  water  aquifers.   Existing  and  potential 
problems,  hydrologic  studies,  etc.  were  discussed  with  Mrs.  Kluver. 

Mrs.  Russell  Carfield  requested  information  on  conflict  analysis  in  the 
original  MFP  and  on  the  unsuitability  application  and  surface  owner  views  in 
the  Amendment  as  pertained  to  their  ranch.   Possible  adverse  impacts  of  mining 
on  water  wells  were  a  specific  concern.   BLM  specialists  provided  information 
on  the  processes  and  explained  application  of  the  federal  lands  review. 

Mike  Shea,  Western  Energy,  requested  that  BLM  check  the  legal  description  of  a 
tract  in  the  Naval  Coal  Reserve  withdrawal  in  the  Colstrip  field  for  possible 
error.  This  was  subsequently  done  and  the  description  proved  correct.  Mr.  Shea 
also  requested  procedural  information  on  possible  exceptions  and/or  exemptions 
of  flood  plains,  AVF's  and  grouse  leks.   The  procedures  as  outlined  in  the 
July  19,  1079,  unsuitability  criteria  were  explained. 


10-35 


APPENDIX  A 

EXCERPTS  FROM  DECKER-BIRNEY, 

COALWOOD,  AND  SOUTH  ROSEBUD 

MANAGEMENT  FRAMEWORK  PLANS 


A-l 


EXCERPTS  FROM  THE  DECKER-BIRNEY 

MANAGEMENT  FRAMEWORK  PLAN  SUMMARY 

JULY  1977 


NOTE:   The  complete  MFP  Summary  is  available  upon  request  to  the  District 
Office.   The  original  MFP,  supporting  documents,  maps,  and  overlays 
are  available  for  inspection  only  at  the  District  Office. 
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Mineral  Resource  Allocation  Decisions 

1.  Coal  (see  map  on  page  18) 

a.  Coal  leases  in  the  least  conflict  areas  of 
Otter  Creek,  Ashland,  Morrhead,  Hanging  Woman, 
Decker,  Birney,  and  Kirby  coal  fields  will  be 
considered.   Table  2  (page  17)  shows  the  acres 
and  tons  recommended  to  be  leased  and  not  to  be 
leased  for  each  coal  resource  area. 

b.  Contract  drilling  programs  in  coal  resource 
areas  conducted  in  concert  with  appropriate  state 
and  federal  agencies  will  be  continued  along  with 
exploration  licenses  to  private  individuals  or 
industry.   Important  additional  data  on  coal  and 
subsurface  soil  and  water  are  generated  from  these 
programs. 

c.  Specific  lease  sites  for  strip  mining  will  be 
identified. 

d.  Leasing  of  federal  coal  in  flood  plains  will 
be  prohibited. 

e.  Coal  for  domestic  use  will  be  offered  to 
individuals  living  in  the  area.   A  community  pit 
will  be  established  if  sufficient  interest  arises. 

2.  Oil  and  Gas 

a.    Oil  and  gas  exploration  will  be  encouraged 
unit  wide  and  leases  will  be  issued  to  allow 
development. 

3 .  Sand,  Gravel,  and  Clinker 

a.    Sites  which  can  feasibly  be  developed  will 
be  designated,  and  community  pits  established 
where  sufficient  demand  exists. 
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TABLE  2 

DECKER-BIRNEY  PLANNING  UNIT 
MFP  COAL  RECOMMENDATIONS 


Coal  Deposit 
Ashland 

Birney 

Decker 

Hanging  Woman 

Kirby 

Moor he ad 

Otter  Creek 

Poker  Jim  Lookout 

Poker  Jim-O'Dell 

TOTAL 


Coal  Recommended 
For  Leasing 

4,880  acres 

495.3  million  tons 

15,000  acres 
1,015  million  tons 

19,400  acres 
1,488  million  tons 

27,320  acres 
1,082  million  tons 

11,360  acres 
307  million  tons 

27,560  acres 
1,102  million  tons 

18,920  acres 
1,193  million  tons 


119,440  acres 
6.6824  billion  tons 
of  strippable  coal 


Coal  Recommended  Not 
To  Be  Leased  Due  To 
Resource  Conflicts 

3,120  acres 

292.7  million  tons 

12,900  acres 
1,437  million  tons 

14,220  acres 
1,048  million  tons 

50,888  acres 
2,017  million  tons 

10,010  acres 
777  million  tons 

29,914  acres 
876  million  tons 

18,530  acres 
208  million  tons 

19,609  acres 
872  million  tons 

19,650  acres 
939  million  tons 


173,841  acres 
8.4667  billion  tons 
of  strippable  coal 
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DECKER  -BIRNEY 
PLANNING    UNIT 

Mineral     Management 


□  BLM 

□  USFS 
D   State 

NOTE:  The  areas  outlined  in 

heavy  black  were  reviewed 
and  Management  Framework 
Plan  decisions  updated  in 


Coal    Lease    Consideration    Areas 

H  Ashland 

0  Otter   Creek 

B  Moorhead 

0  Hanging    Woman 

(ED  Decker 

B  Kirby 

0  Birney 
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EXCERPTS  FROM  THE  COALWOOD 

MANAGEMENT  FRAMEWORK  PLAN  SUMMARY 

JULY  1977 


NOTE:   The  complete  MFP  Summary  is  available  upon  request  to  the  District 
Office.   The  original  MFP,  supporting  documents,  maps,  and  overlays 
are  available  for  inspection  only  at  the  District  Office. 
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Mineral  Resource  Allocation  Decisions 

1.  Coal  (see  Coal  Acreage  and  Tonnage  Table,  page  13) 

a.  Coal  leases  in  the  least-conflict  areas  of 
Foster  Creek,  Sand  Creek,  Pumpkin  Creek,  Broadus , 
Little  Pumpkin  Creek,  and  Ashland  coal  fields  will 
be  considered. 

b.  Mining  will  be  prohibited  within  major  river 
and  stream  flood  plains. 

c.  Contract  drilling  programs  in  coal  resource 
areas  conducted  in  concert  with  appropriate  state 
and  federal  agencies  will  be  continued  along  with 
exploration  licenses  to  private  individuals  or 
industry. 

d.  Coal  for  domestic  use  will  be  offered  to 
individuals  living  in  the  areas.   A  community  pit 
will  be  established  if  sufficient  interest  arises. 

e.  Deep  coal  data  gathering  programs  will  be 
encouraged. 

2.  Oil  and  Gas 

a.    Oil  and  gas  exploration  will  be  encouraged  unit- 
wide  and  leases  will  be  issued  to  allow  development. 

3.  Sand,  Gravel,  and  Clinker 

a.  Public  lands  will  be  inventoried  for  the 
location  of  sand,  gravel,  and  clinker  resources. 

b.  Sites  which  can  feasibly  be  developed  will  be 
designated,  and  community  pits  established  where 
sufficient  demand  exists. 
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COALWOOD  PLANNING  UNIT 
FEDERAL  COAL  RECOMMENDATIONS 


Coal  Deposit 
Pumpkin  Creek 


Federal  Coal 
Recommended  For 
Leasing 

20,608  acres 
1,094  million  tons 


Federal  Coal 
Recommended  Not 
To  Be  Leased  Due 

To  Resource 
Conflicts 


Foster  Creek 


16,655  acres 

340.8  million  tons 


5,964  acres 

113.206  million  tons 


Broadus 


12,108  acres 

486.04  million  tons 


Diamond  Butte 


Yager  Butte 


Three  Mile  Buttes 


Sonnette 


Little  Pumpkin  Creek 


Beaver  Creek-Liscom  Cr. 


Ashland 


486  acres 
12,291  million  tons 


2,867  acres 

208.38  million  tons 


3, 

763 

acres 

73. 

63  million 

tons 

2, 

,227 

acres 

47. 

9  million  tons 

8, 

,442 

acres 

137. 

52  million 

tons 

13, 

,530 

acres 

489. 

,85  million 

tons 

2, 

r150 

acres 

54, 

. 377  million  tons 

6 

,578 

acres 

154. 

,94  million 

tons 

1 

,120 

acres 

99 

.12  million 

tons 

Tongue  River  -  Pumpkin 
Creek  Divide 


1,966  acres 
27,217  million  tons 


Fire  Gulch 


102  acres 

4.06  million  tons 


Sand  Creek 


2,688  acres 

102.73  million  tons 


TOTAL 


52,724  acres 

2.14151  billion 

tons  of  strippable 
coal 


45,842  acres 

1.20182  billion 

tons  of  strippable 
coal 
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EXCERPTS  FROM  THE  SOUTH  ROSEBUD 

MANAGEMENT  FRAMEWORK  PLAN  SUMMARY 

JULY  1977 


NOTE:   The  complete  MFP  Summary  is  available  upon  request  to  the  District 
Office.   The  original  MFP,  supporting  documents,  maps,  and  overlays 
are  available  for  inspection  only  at  the  District  Office. 
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Mineral  Resource  Allocation  Decisions 


Coal 


1.  Leases  will  be  issued  on  federal  coal  that  lies 
within  designated  strippable  deposits  and  which  has 
not  been  eliminated  from  development  due  to  resource 
conflicts.   Leases  will  be  issued  in  the  following 
priorities : 

a.  Colstrip 

b.  Greenleaf-Miller  Creek 

c.  Sweeney  Creek-Snyder  Creek 

d.  Burley 

2.  The  BLM  will  request  the  Department  of  Defense 
to  relinquish  the  coal  reserve  withdrawal  in  T.  IN., 
R.  4  0  E.,  Sec.  4,  5,  and  5,  and  T.  2  N.,  R.  4  0  E., 
Sec.  31:   lots  3  and  4,  E^SE^  and  SE^ ,  and  all  of 
Sec.  32. 

3.  Specific  lease  sites  suitable  for  strip  mininq 
and  reclamation  will  be  identified. 

4.  Areas  with  insufficient  data  will  be  excluded  from 
leasing  until  enough  information  is  available  to  allow 
valid  planning. 

5.  Contract  drilling  programs  in  coal  resource  areas 
in  concert  with  appropriate  state  and  federal  agencies 
will  be  continued.   Important  additional  data  on  coal 
and  subsurface  soil  and  water  will  be  generated  by 
these  programs. 
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6.    Coal  for  domestic  use  will  be  offered  to  indi- 
viduals in  the  area.   A  community  pit  will  be  established 
if  sufficient  interest  arises. 

Oil  and  Gas 

1.    Oil  and  gas  exploration  will  be  encouraged  unit 
wide  and  leases  will  be  issued  to  allow  development. 

Sand  and  Gravel 

1.  Public  lands  will  be  inventoried  to  gather  sand, 
gravel,  and  scoria  resource  information. 

2.  Where  sufficient  demand  exists,  material  sites 
on  public  lands  which  can  feasibly  be  developed  and 
reclaimed  will  be  designated. 

C.    Timber  Management  (Background) 

The  Bureau  administered  forest  resource  on  the  planning 
area  is  essentially  undeveloped.   There  are  approximately 
2,277  scattered  acres  of  commercial  timber.   Timber  stands 
on  the  public  lands  in  this  planning  unit  do  not  have  the 
capability  of  management  according  to  the  principles  of 
sustained  yield  management. 

Major  Recommendation  for  Timber  Management  Program 

1.  Forested  lands  in  this  unit  will  be  managed  as 
protection  areas. 

2.  Pole  and  post  sales  will  be  permitted  on  a  demon- 
strated need  basis.   Necessary  precautions  must  be  taken 
to  prevent  damage  of  the  existing  understory  vegetation 
and  soils. 
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APPENDIX  B 


SUMMARY  OF  MAJOR  PUBLIC  NOTICES,  REVIEW  AND  COMMENT  EFFORTS 


The  original  Decker-Birney  Management  Framework  Plan  was  completed  in 
1974  while  the  Coalwood  and  South  Rosebud  plans  were  completed  in  1975. 
During  the  analysis  stages,  there  were  several  public  meetings  held  in 
local  communities  to  discuss  the  analysis,  allocations,  and  recommendations, 
The  MFP  summary  brochures  for  these  areas  were  produced  and  distributed 
in  1977.   (See  Appendix  A  for  summary  extracts.) 

During  August  1977,  public  meetings  were  held  in  Ashland,  Forsyth,  and 
Billings  to  gain  public  input  into  prioritizing  potential  coal  lease 
areas.   The  general  public  expressions  of  interest  and  environmental 
concern  expressed  in  the  1977  meetings  were  used,  among  other  factors, 
to  select  areas  for  plan  updating.   The  original  MFP  decisions  recommended 
lease  consideration,  if  needed,  in  the  least  conflicting  areas  (i.e.,  to 
minimize  conflicts  with  water  quality,  wildlife,  recreation,  and  scenic 
areas) . 

December  8,  1978.      Federal  Register  Announcement  "Coordination  of 
Federal  Lands  Review  Under  the  Surface  Mining  Control  and  Reclamation 
Act,  Land  Use  Planning  Under  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act, 
and  the  Federal  Coal  Management  Review  Under  the  President's  Environ- 
mental Message  of  May  1977. 

April  1979.      Release  of  Final  Environmental  Statement,  "Federal  Coal 
Management  Program,"  prepared  by  BLM,  Washington  Office. 

June  7,  1979.  Secretary  of  Interior  Cecil  Andrus  announces  his 
decisions  on  the  coal  management  program  in  the  "Secretarial  Issue 
Document,  Federal  Coal  Management  Program"  and  accompanying  news  release. 

July  19,  1979.      Federal  Register  publication  of  USDI ,  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  final  regulations  for  "Coal  Management;  Federally  Owned  Coal" 
(includes  regulatory  requirements  for  coal  related  land  use  planning  and 
unsuitability  criteria) . 

July  24,  1979.      BLM  Miles  City  District  Manager  George  Neuberg  approves 
and  BLM  Montana  State  Director  Edwin  Zaidlicz  concurs  in  Powder  River 
Resource  Area  MFP  update  report  decisions. 

August  1979.      Approximately  500  copies  of  Powder  River  Resource  Area 
MFP  Update  Report  mailed  to  interested  individuals,  surface  owners, 
industry  and  special  interest  groups,  local,  state  and  federal  government 
agencies . 

August  7,  1979.      Federal  Register  publication  of  USDI,  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  final  regulations  for  "Public  Lands  and  Resources;  Planning 
System."   These  regulations  include  requirements  for  public  participation 
and  interagency  plan/policy/program  consistency  applicable  to  MFP 
amendments  in  general  terms. 
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October  22,  1979.      Federal  Register  Announcement  "Decker-Birney , 
South  Rosebud  and  Coalwood  Management  Framework  Plans  -  Intent."  (Similar 
announcements  were  published  in  local  papers  around  the  same  time.) 

December  3,  1979.      Federal  Register  Announcement  "Use  of  Planning 
Regulation  Provisions  in  Plans  Being  Prepared  and  Projected  Schedule  of 
New  Planning  Starts"  by  BLM,  Washington  Office. 

December  11-12,  1979.      Public  Information  Meetings  (in  Ashland  and 
Miles  City,  Montana)  to  explain  the  planning  amendment  process,  provide 
public  input  opportunities  to  "scoping"  and  planning  issue  identification, 
seek  industry  input,  and  solicit  public  resource  information  for  use  in 
the  plan  amendments . 

January  25,  1980.      Briefing  of  local,  state  and  other  federal  govern- 
ment representatives  on  the  amendment  process,  scope,  intent  and  schedule. 
Approximately  17  individuals  were  briefed  on  their  opportunities  and 
responsibilities  for  review,  comment,  consultation  or  concurrence  on 
appropriate  parts  of  the  MFP  amendment  process  as  well  as  the  schedule 
for  overall  draft  document  review. 

February  5,  1980.      Crow  Tribal  Meeting  and  BLM  request  for  identifi- 
cation of  sacred  Indian  sites,  and  general  familiarization  with  BLM  land 
use  planning.   Follow-up  letters  sent  to  both  Crow  and  Northern  Cheyenne 
Tribal  Officer's  February  7,  1980. 

February  6,  1980.      Surface  Owner  Consultation  Letters  sent  by  certified 
mail  to  owners  over  federal  coal  in  the  plan  amendemnt  areas. 

February  6,  1980.     Area-wide  publicity  on  surface  owner  consultation. 

April  1-8,  1980.   Distribution  of  nearly  600  MFP  draft  amendment  decision 
packages  to  interested  individuals,  surface  owners,  industry  and  special 
interest  groups,  local,  state,  and  federal  government  agencies.   Public 
meeting  and  hearing  notices  included.   Comment  period  from  April  1  to 
May  20,  1980,  announced. 

State  of  Montana  agencies  receiving  the  draft  decision  package  and  an 
invitation  to  review  and  comment  included: 

Bureau  of  Mines  and  Geology 

Energy  Advisory  Council 

Environmental  Quality  Council 

Departments  of  Community  Affairs,  Fish,  Game,  and  Parks,  Health  and 

Environmental  Sciences,  Natural  Resources,  Public  Service 

Regulation,  and  State  Lands 
Water  Quality  Board  (Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences) 
A-95  State  Clearinghouse 
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Local  and  tribal  entities  receiving  the  draft  package  and  an  invitation 
to  review  and  comment  included: 

County  Commissioners  of  Big  Horn,  Rosebud,  Custer,  Treasure, 

and  Powder  River,  Montana 

Northern  Cheyenne  Tribal  Council 

Crow  Tribal  Council 

Miles  Community  College,  and  County 

Commissioners  of  Converse  and  Campbell,  Wyoming 

April  6,  1980  -  Legal  Notices  placed  in  Miles  City,  Broadus,  Colstrip, 
Hysham,  Hardin,  Forsyth,  Billings,  and  Sheridan  newspapers  of 
public  meetings. 

April  24  -  Public  meeting  on  Amendments  in  Broadus,  Montana 

April  25  -  Public  meeting  on  Amendments  in  Sheridan,  Wyoming 

April  26  -  Public  meeting  on  Amendments  in  Colstrip,  Montana 

May,  1980  -  Notice  of  Public  Hearing  in  all  area  news  media 

May  20  -  Public  Hearing  on  Powder  River  Resource  Area  MFP  Update  and 
Amendments  -  Held  in  Miles  City 

June  24,  1980  -  Distribution  of  final  decisions  document  to  those  who 
received  draft  package  of  amendments  included  herein. 


B-3 


APPENDIX  C 


DESIGNATING  AREAS  UNSUITABLE  FOR  SURFACE  COAL  MINING 


On  December  5,  1978,  Guy  R.  Martin,  Assistant  Secretary,  Land  and  Water 
Resources,  Department  of  the  Interior,  announced  a  statement  of  policy 
for  the  "Coordination  of  Federal  Lands  Review  Under  the  Surface  Mining 
Control  and  Reclamation  Act  (SMCRA) ,  Land  Use  Planning  Under  the  Federal 
Land  Policy  and  Management  Act,  and  the  Federal  Coal  Management  Review 
Under  the  President's  Environmental  Message  of  May  1977."   This  announce- 
ment was  published  in  the  Federal  Register  on  Friday,  December  8,  1978 
(Volume  43,  No.  237,  pages  57661-57670).   This  Departmental  policy 
statement  explained  how  future,  ongoing,  and  updated  BLM  (land  use) 
management  framework  plans  would  be  made  consistent  with  recent  statu- 
tory changes  involving  new  environmental  protection  measures  that  may 
affect  potential  development  of  coal  resources  on  federal  lands. 

The  final  approved  (July  19,  1979)  criteria  for  designating  areas 
unsuitable  for  surface  coal  mining  are  part  of  the  Federal  lands  review 
required  by  Section  522-523  of  SMCRA.   The  actual  formal  designation 
will  follow  approval  of  the  plan  supplement.   (Section  522-523  of  SMCRA 
are  reproduced  in  full  immediately  after  the  list  of  final  criteria. ) 

It  should  also  be  noted  that  the  results  of  the  above  review  are  subject 
to  public  review  and  right  to  petition  under  Section  522(c).   The  Federal 
lands  program  for  regulation  of  surface  coal  mining  on  Federal  lands 
under  Section  52  3  of  SMCRA  shall  not  constitute  a  major  action  within 
the  meaning  of  Section  102(2) (c)  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy 
Act  of  1969  (42  USC  4332)  according  to  Section  702(d)  of  SMCRA. 

The  unsuitability  criteria  used  in  these  planning  amendments  follow: 

Section  3461.1   Criteria  for  assessing  lands  unsuitable  for  all  or 
certain  stipulated  methods  of  coal  mining. 

(a) (1)  Criterion  Number  1.   All  Federal  lands  included  in  the  following 
land  systems  or  categories  shall  be  considered  unsuitable:   National 
Park  System,  National  Wildlife  Refuge  System,  National  System  of  Trails, 
National  Wilderness  Preservation  System,  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 
System,  National  Recreation  Areas,  lands  acquired  with  money  derived 
from  the  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund,  National  Forests,  and  Federal 
lands  in  incorporated  cities,  towns,  and  villages.   All  Federal  lands 
which  are  recommended  for  inclusion  in  any  of  the  above  systems  or 
categories  by  the  administration  in  legislative  proposals  submitted  to 
the  Congress  or  which  are  required  by  statute  to  be  studied  for  inclu- 
sion in  such  systems  or  categories  shall  be  considered  unsuitable. 

(2)  Exceptions,  (i)  A  lease  may  be  issued  within  the  boundaries  of 
any  National  Forest  if  the  Secretary  finds  no  significant  recreational, 
timber,  economic  or  other  values  which  may  be  incompatible  with  the 
lease;  and  (A)  surface  operations  and  impacts  are  incident  to  an  under- 
ground coal  mine,  or  (B)  where  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  determines, 
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with  respect  to  lands  which  do  not  have  significant  forest  cover  within 
those  National  Forests  west  of  the  100th  meridian,  that  surface  mining 
may  be  in  compliance  with  the  Multiple-Use  Sustained-Yield  Act  of  1960, 
the  Federal  Coal  Leasing  Amendments  Act  of  1976  and  the  Surface  Mining 
Control  and  Reclamation  Act  of  1977.   (ii)  A  lease  may  be  issued  within 
the  Custer  National  Forest  with  the  consent  of  the  Department  of  Agri- 
culture as  long  as  no  surface  coal  mining  operations  are  permitted. 

(3)  Exemptions.   The  application  of  this  criterion  to  lands  within 
the  listed  land  systems  and  categories  is  subject  to  valid  existing 
rights,  and  does  not  apply  to  surface  coal  mining  operations  existing  on 
August  3,  1977.   The  application  of  the  portion  of  this  criterion 
applying  to  land  proposed  for  inclusion  in  the  listed  systems  does  not 
apply  to  lands:   to  which  substantial  legal  and  financial  commitments 
were  made  prior  to  January  4,  1977;  on  which  surface  coal  mining  opera- 
tions were  being  conducted  on  August  3,  1977;  or  which  include  operations 
on  which  a  permit  has  been  issued. 

(b) (1)  Criterion  Number  2.   Federal  lands  that  are  within  rights-of- 
way  or  easements  or  within  surface  leases  for  residential,  commercial, 
industrial,  or  other  public  purposes,  or  for  agricultural  crop  produc- 
tion on  Federally  owned  surface  shall  be  considered  unsuitable. 

(2)  Exceptions.   A  lease  may  be  issued,  and  mining  operations  approved, 
in  such  areas  if  the  surface  management  agency  determined  that: 

(i)  All  or  certain  types  of  coal  development  (e.g.,  underground 
mining)  will  not  interfere  with  the  purpose  of  the  right-of-way  or 
easement;  or 

(ii)  The  right-of-way  or  easement  was  granted  for  mining  purposes;  or 

(iii)  The  right-of-way  or  easement  was  issued  for  a  purpose  for  which 
it  is  not  being  used;  or 

(iv)  The  parties  involved  in  the  right-of-way  or  easement  agree,  in 
writing,  to  leasing;  or 

(v)  it  is  impractical  to  exclude  such  areas  due  to  the  location  of 
coal  and  method  of  mining  and  such  areas  or  uses  can  be  protected 
through  appropriate  stipulations. 

(3)  Exemptions.   This  criterion  does  not  apply  to  lands:   to  which 
the  operator  made  substantial  legal  and  financial  commitments  prior  to 
January  4,  1977;  on  which  surface  coal  mining  operations  were  being 
conducted  on  August  3,  1977;  or  which  include  operations  on  which  a 
permit  has  been  issued. 

(c)  (1)  Criterion  Number  3.   Federal  lands  affected  by  section  522(e) 
(4)  and  (5)  of  the  Surface  Mining  Control  and  Reclamation  Act  of  1977 
shall  be  considered  unsuitable.   This  includes  lands  within  100  feet  of 
the  outside  line  of  the  right-of-way  of  a  public  road  or  within  100  feet 
of  a  cemetery,  or  within  300  feet  of  any  public  building,  school,  church, 
community  or  institutional  building  or  public  park  or  within  300  feet  of 
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an  occupied  dwelling. 

(2)  Exceptions.   A  lease  may  be  issued  for  lands: 

(i)  Used  as  mine  access  roads  or  haulage  roads  that  join  the  right- 
of-way  for  a  public  road; 

(ii)  For  which  the  Office  of  Surface  Mining  Reclamation  and  Enforce- 
ment has  issued  a  permit  to  have  public  roads  relocated; 

(iii)  For  which  owners  of  occupied  buildings  have  given  written 
permission  to  mine  within  300  feet  of  their  buildings. 

(3)  Exemptions.   The  application  of  this  criterion  is  subject  to 
valid  existing  rights,  and  does  not  apply  to  surface  coal  mining  opera- 
tions existing  on  August  3,  1977. 

(d) (1)  Criterion  Number  4.   Federal  lands  designated  as  wilderness 
study  areas  shall  be  considered  unsuitable  while  under  review  by  the 
Administration  and  the  Congress  for  possible  wilderness  designation. 
For  any  Federal  land  which  is  to  be  leased  or  mined  prior  to  completion 
of  the  wilderness  inventory  by  the  surface  management  agency,  the 
environmental  assessment  or  impact  statement  on  the  lease  sale  or  mine 
plan  shall  consider  whether  the  land  possesses  the  characteristics  of  a 
wilderness  study  area.   If  the  finding  is  affirmative,  the  land  shall  be 
considered  unsuitable,  unless  issuance  of  noncompetitive  coal  leases  and 
mining  on  leases  is  authorized  under  the  Wilderness  Act  and  the  Federal 
Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976. 

(2)  Exemption.   The  application  of  this  criterion  to  lands  for  which 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  is  the  surface  management  agency  and  lands 
in  designated  wilderness  areas  in  National  Forests  is  subject  to  valid 
existing  rights. 

(e) (1)  Criterion  Number  5.   Scenic  Federal  lands  designated  by  visual 
resource  management  analysis  as  Class  I  (an  area  of  outstanding  scenic 
quality  or  high  visual  sensitivity)  but  not  currently  on  the  National 
Register  of  Natural  Landmarks  shall  be  considered  unsuitable.   A  lease 
may  be  issued  if  the  surface  management  agency  determined  that  surface 
coal  mining  operations  will  not  significantly  diminish  or  adversely 
affect  the  scenic  quality  of  the  designated  area. 

(2)  Exemptions.   This  criterion  does  not  apply  to  lands:   to  which 
the  operator  made  substantial  legal  and  financial  commitments  prior  to 
January  4,  1977;  on  which  surface  coal  mining  operations  were  being 
conducted  on  August  3,  1977;  or  which  include  operations  on  which  a 
permit  has  been  issued. 

(f) (1)  Criterion  Number  6.   Federal  lands  under  permit  by  the  surface 
management  agency,  and  being  used  for  scientific  studies  involving  food 
or  fiber  production,  natural  resources,  or  technology  demonstrations  and 
experiments  shall  be  considered  unsuitable  for  the  duration  of  the 
study,  demonstration  or  experiment,  except  where  mining  could  be  conducted 
in  such  a  way  as  to  enhance  or  not  jeopardize  the  purposes  of  the  study, 
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as  determined  by  the  surface  management  agency,  or  where  the  principal 
scientific  user  or  agency  gives  written  concurrence  to  all  or  certain 
methods  of  mining. 

(2)  Exemptions.   This  criterion  does  not  apply  to  lands:   to  which 
the  operator  made  substantial  legal  and  financial  commitments  prior  to 
Januuary  4,  1977;  on  which  surface  coal  mining  operations  were  being 
conducted  on  August  3,  1977;  or  which  include  operations  on  which  a 
permit  has  been  issued. 

(g)(1)  Criterion  Number  7.   All  districts,  sites,  buildings,  structures, 
and  objects  of  historical,  architectural,  archeological,  or  cultural 
significance  on  Federal  lands  which  are  included  in  or  eligible  for 
inclusion  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places,  and  an  appropriate 
buffer  zone  around  the  outside  boundary  of  the  designated  property  (to 
protect  the  inherent  values  of  the  property  that  make  it  eligible  for 
listing  in  the  National  Register)  as  determined  by  the  surface  management 
agency,  in  consultation  with  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation 
and  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Office  shall  be  considered  unsuitable. 

(2)  Exceptions.   All  or  certain  stipulated  methods  of  coal  mining  may 
be  allowed  if  the  surface  management  agency  determined,  after  consultation 
with  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  and  State  Historic 
Preservation  Office  that  the  direct  and  indirect  effects  of  mining,  as 
stipulated,  on  a  property  in  or  eligible  for  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places  will  not  result  in  significant  adverse  impacts  of  the 
property. 

(3)  Exemptions.   The  application  of  this  criterion  to  a  property 
listed  in  the  National  Register  is  subject  to  valid  existing  rights,  and 
does  not  apply  to  surface  coal  mining  operations  existing  on  August  3, 
1977.   The  application  of  the  cirterion  to  buffer  zones  and  properties 
eligible  for  the  National  Register  does  not  apply  to  lands:   to  which 
the  operator  made  substantial  legal  and  financial  commitments  prior  to 
January  4,  1977;  on  which  surface  coal  mining  operations  were  being 
conducted  on  August  3,  1977;  or  which  include  operations  on  which  a 
permit  has  been  issued. 

(h) (1)  Criterion  Number  8.   Federal  lands  designated  as  natural  areas 
or  as  National  Natural  Landmarks  shall  be  considered  unsuitable. 

(2)  Exceptions.   A  lease  may  be  issued  and  mining  operation  approved 
in  an  area  or  site  if  the  surface  management  agency  determines  that: 

(i)  With  the  concurrence  of  the  state,  the  area  or  site  is  of  regional 
or  local  significance  only; 

(ii)  The  use  of  appropriate  stipulated  mining  technology  will  result 
in  no  significant  adverse  impact  to  the  area  or  site;  or 

(iii)  The  mining  of  the  coal  resource  under  appropriate  stipulations 
will  enhance  information  recovery  (e.g.,  paleontological  sites). 
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(3)  Exemptions.   This  criterion  does  not  apply  to  lands:   to  which 
the  operator  made  substantial  legal  and  financial  commitments  prior  to 
January  4,  1977;  on  which  surface  coal  mining  operations  were  being 
conducted  on  August  3,  1977;  or  which  includes  operations  on  which  a 
permit  has  been  issued. 

(i) (1)  Criterion  Number  9.   Federally  designated  critical  habitat  for 
threatened  or  endangered  plant  and  animals  species,  and  habitat  for 
Federal  threatened  or  endangered  species  which  is  determined  by  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  and  the  surface  management  agency  to  be  of  essential 
value  and  where  the  presence  of  threatened  or  endangered  species  has 
been  scientifically  documented,  shall  be  considered  unsuitable. 

(2)  Exception.   A  lease  may  be  issued  and  mining  operations  approved 
if,  after  consultation  with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  the  Service 
determines  that  the  proposed  activity  is  not  likely  to  jeopardize  the 
continued  existence  of  the  listed  species  and/or  its  critical  habitat. 

(j) (1)  Criterion  Number  10.   Federal  lands  containing  habitat  deter- 
mined to  be  critical  or  essential  for  plant  or  animals  species  listed  by 
a  state  pursuant  to  state  law  as  endangered  or  threatened  shall  be 
considered  unsuitable. 

(2)  Exception.   A  lease  may  be  issued  and  mining  operations  approved 
if,  after  consultation  with  the  state,  the  surface  management  agency 
determines  that  the  species  will  not  be  adversely  affected  by  all  or 
certain  stipulated  methods  of  coal  mining. 

(3)  Exemptions.   This  criterion  does  not  apply  to  lands:   to  which 
the  operator  made  substantial  legal  and  financial  commitments  prior  to 
January  4,  1977;  on  which  surface  coal  mining  operations  were  being 
conducted  on  August  3,  1977;  or  which  include  operations  on  which  a 
permit  has  been  issued. 

(k) (1)  Criterion  Number  11.   A  bald  or  golden  eagle  nest  or  site  on 
Federal  lands  that  is  determined  to  be  active  and  an  appropriate  buffer 
zone  of  land  around  the  nest  site  shall  be  considered  unsuitable. 
Consideration  of  availability  of  habitat  for  prey  species  and  of  terrain 
shall  be  included  in  the  determination  of  buffer  zones.   Buffer  zones 
shall  be  determined  in  consultation  with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 

(2)  Exceptions.   A  lease  may  be  issued  if: 

(i)  It  can  be  conditioned  in  such  a  way,  either  in  manner  or  period 
of  operation,  that  eagles  will  not  be  disturbed  during  breeding  season; 
or 

(ii)  The  surface  management  agency,  with  the  concurrence  of  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service,  determines  that  the  golden  eagle  nest(s)  will  be 
moved. 

(iii)  Buffer  zones  may  be  decreased  if  the  surface  management  agency 
determines  that  the  active  eagle  nests  will  not  be  adversely  affected. 
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(1) (1)  Criterion  Number  12.   Bald  or  golden  eagle  roost  and  concentra- 
tion areas  on  Federal  lands  used  during  migration  and  wintering  shall  be 
considered  unsuitable. 

(2)  Exception.   A  lease  may  be  issued  if  the  surface  management 
agency  determines  that  all  or  certain  stipulated  methods  of  coal  mining 
can  be  conducted  in  such  a  way,  and  during  such  periods  of  time,  to 
ensure  that  eagles  shall  not  be  adversely  disturbed. 

(m) (1)  Criterion  Number  13.   Federal  lands  containing  a  falcon 
(excluding  kestrel)  cliff  nesting  site  with  an  active  nest  and  buffer 
zone  of  Federal  land  around  the  nest  site  shall  be  considered  unsuit- 
able.  Consideration  of  availability  of  habitat  for  prey  species  and  of 
terrain  shall  be  included  in  the  determination  of  buffer  zones.   Buffer 
zones  shall  be  determined  in  consultation  with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service. 

(2)  Exception.   A  lease  may  be  issued  where  the  surface  management 
agency,  after  consultation  with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  deter- 
mines that  all  or  certain  stipulated  methods  of  coal  mining  will  not 
adversely  affect  the  falcon  habitat  during  the  periods  when  such  habitat 
is  used  by  the  falcons. 

(n) (1)  Criterion  Number  14.   Federal  lands  which  are  high  priority 
habitat  for  migratory  bird  species  of  high  Federal  interest  on  a  regional 
or  national  basis,  as  determined  jointly  by  the  surface  management 
agency  and  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  shall  be  considered  unsuitable. 

(2)  Exception.   A  lease  may  be  issued  where  the  surface  management 
agency,  after  consultation  with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  determines 
that  all  or  certain  stipulated  methods  of  coal  mining  will  not  adversely 
affect  the  migratory  bird  habitat  during  the  periods  when  such  habitat 
is  used  by  the  species. 

(o) (1)  Criterion  Number  15.   Federal  lands  which  the  surface  manage- 
ment agency  and  the  state  jointly  agree  are  fish  and  wildlife  habitat 
for  resident  species  of  high  interest  to  the  state  and  which  are  essential 
for  maintaining  these  priority  wildlife  species  shall  be  considered 
unsuitable.   Examples  of  such  lands  which  serve  a  critical  function  for 
the  species  involved  include: 

(i)  Active  dancing  and  strutting  grounds  for  sage  grouse,  sharp- 
tailed  grouse,  and  prairie  chicken; 

(ii)  Winter  ranges  most  critical  for  deer,  antelope,  and  elk;  and 

(iii)  Migration  corridors  for  elk. 

A  lease  may  be  issued  if,  after  consultation  with  the  state,  the 
surface  management  agency  determines  that  all  or  certain  stipulated 
methods  of  coal  mining  will  not  have  a  significant  long-term  impact  on 
the  species  being  protected. 
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(2)  Exemptions.   This  criterion  does  not  apply  to  lands;  to  which 
the  operator  made  substantial  legal  and  financial  commitments  prior  to 
January  4,  1977;  on  which  surface  coal  mining  operations  were  being 
conducted  on  August  3,  1977;  or  which  include  operations  on  which  a 
permit  has  been  issued. 

(p) (1)  Criterion  Number  16.   Federal  lands  in  riverine,  coastal,  and 
special  floodplains  (100-year  recurrence  interval)  shall  be  considered 
unsuitable  unless,  after  consultation  with  Geological  Survey,  the 
surface  management  agency  determines  that  all  or  certain  stipulated 
methods  of  coal  mining  can  be  undertaken  without  substantial  threat  of 
loss  to  people  or  property,  and  to  the  natural  and  beneficial  values  of 
the  floodplain  on  the  lease  tract  and  downstream. 

(2)  Exemptions.   This  criterion  does  not  apply  to  lands:  to  which 
the  operator  made  substantial  legal  and  financial  commitments  prior  to 
January  4,  1977;  on  which  surface  coal  mining  operations  were  being 
conducted  on  August  3,  1977;  or  which  include  operations  on  which  a 
permit  has  been  issued. 

(q) (1)  Criterion  Number  17.  Federal  lands  which  have  been  committed 
by  the  surface  management  agency  to  use  as  municipal  watersheds  shall  be 
considered  unsuitable. 

(2)  Exception.   A  lease  may  be  issued  where: 

(i)  The  surface  management  agency  determines,  as  a  result  of  studies, 
that  all  or  certain  stipulated  methods  of  coal  mining  will  not  adversely 
affect  the  watershed  to  any  significant  degree;  and 

(ii)  The  municipality  (incorporated  entity)  or  the  responsible 
governmental  unit  concurs  in  writing  in  the  issuance  of  the  lease. 

(3)  Exemptions.   This  criterion  does  not  apply  to  lands;  to  which 
the  operator  made  substantial  legal  and  financial  commitments  prior  to 
January  4,  1977;  on  which  surface  coal  mining  operations  were  being 
conducted  on  August  3,  1977;  or  which  include  operations  on  which  a 
permit  has  been  issued. 

(r) (1)  Criterion  Number  18.   Federal  lands  with  National  Resource 
Waters,  as  identified  by  states  in  their  water  quality  management  plans, 
and  a  buffer  zone  of  Federal  lands  1/4  mile  from  the  outer  edge  of  the 
far  banks  of  the  water,  shall  be  unsuitable. 

(2)  Exception.   The  buffer  zone  may  be  eliminated  or  reduced  in  size 
where  the  surface  management  agency  determines  that  it  is  not  necessary 
to  protect  the  National  Resource  Waters. 

(3)  Exemptions.   This  criterion  does  not  apply  to  lands;  to  which 
the  operator  made  substantial  legal  and  financial  commitments  prior  to 
January  4,  1977;  on  which  surface  coal  mining  operations  were  being 
conducted  on  August  3,  1977;  or  which  include  operations  on  which  a 
permit  has  been  issued. 
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(s) (1)  Criterion  Number  19.   Federal  lands  identified  by  the  surface 
management  agency,  in  consultation  with  the  state  in  which  they  are 
located,  as  alluvial  valley  floors  according  to  the  definition  in 
section  3400. 0-5 (a)  of  this  title,  the  standards  in  30  CFR  Part  822,  the 
final  alluvial  valley  floor  guidelines  of  the  Office  of  Surface  Mining 
Reclamation  and  Enforcement  when  published,  and  approved  state  programs 
under  the  Surface  Mining  Control  and  Reclamation  Act  of  1977,  where 
mining  would  interrupt,  discontinue,  or  preclude  farming,  shall  be 
considered  unsuitable.   Additionally,  when  mining  Federal  land  outside 
an  alluvial  valley  floor  would  materially  damage  the  quantity  or  quality 
of  water  in  surface  or  underground  water  systems  that  would  supply 
alluvial  valley  floors,  the  land  shall  be  considered  unsuitable. 

(2)  Exemptions.   This  criterion  does  not  apply  to  surface  coal 
mining  operations  which  produced  coal  in  commercial  quantities  in  the 
year  preceding  August  3,  1977,  or  which  had  obtained  a  permit  to  conduct 
surface  coal  mining  operations. 

(t) (1)  Criterion  Number  20.   Federal  lands  in  a  state  to  which  is 
applicable  a  criterion  (i)  proposed  by  that  state,  and  (ii)  adopted  by 
rulemaking  by  the  Secretary,  shall  be  considered  unsuitable. 

(2)  Exceptions.   A  lease  may  be  issued  when: 

(i)  Such  criterion  is  adopted  by  the  Secretary  less  than  6  months 
prior  to  the  publication  of  the  draft  comprehensive  land  use  plan  or 
land  use  analysis,  plan,  or  supplement  to  a  comprehensive  land  use  plan, 
for  the  area  in  which  such  land  is  included,  or 

(ii)  After  consultation  with  the  state,  the  surface  management 
agency  determines  that  all  or  certain  stipulated  methods  of  coal  mining 
will  not  adversely  affect  the  value  which  the  criterion  would  protect. 

(3)  Exemptions.   This  criterion  does  not  apply  to  lands:   to  which 
the  operator  made  substantial  legal  and  financial  commitments  prior  to 
January  4,  1977;  on  which  surface  coal  mining  operations  were  being 
conducted  on  August  3,  1977;  or  which  include  operations  on  which  a 
permit  has  been  issued. 
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APPENDIX  0 
GLOSSARY 


ACQUIRED  LANDS.   Lands  in  Federal 
ownership  which  have  been  obtained 
by  the  Government  through  pur- 
chase, condemnation  or  gift,  or  by 
exchange  for  purchase,  condemned 
or  donated  lands,  or  for  timber  on 
such  lands. 

AESTHETICS.   Dealing  with  the 
sense  of  the  beautiful  and  with 
judgments  concerning  beauty. 

ALLOWED  APPLICATION.   An  applica- 
tion to  acquire  title  or  permits 
to  public  lands,  which  has  been 
accepted  and  approved  as  having 
been  filed  in  full  compliance  with 
the  requirements  of  the  regula- 
tions. 

ALLUVIAL.   Pertaining  to  or 
composed  of  any  sediment  deposited 
by  flowing  water  (alluvium),  as  in 
a  river  bed. 

ALLUVIAL  VALLEY  FLOORS  (AVF) .   The 
unconsolidated  stream  laid 
deposits  holding  streams  where 
water  availability  is  sufficient 
for  subirrigation  or  flood  irriga- 
tion agricultural  activities  but 
does  not  include  upland  areas 
which  are  generally  overlain  by  a 
thin  veneer  of  colluvial  deposits 
composed  chiefly  of  debris  from 
sheet  erosion,  deposits  by  uncon- 
centrated  runoff  or  slope  wash, 
together  with  talus,  other  mass 
movement  accumulation,  and  wind- 
blown deposits. 

ALLUVIUM.   Soil  and  rock  debris 
deposited  by  streams. 

AREAS  OF  CRITICAL  ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONCERN.   Areas  within  the  public 
lands  where  special  management 
attention  is  required  to  protect 
and  prevent  irreparable  damage  to 
important  historic,  cultural,  or 
scenic  values,  fish  and  wildlife 


resources  or  other  natural  systems 
or  processes,  or  to  protect  life 
and  safety  from  natural  hazards. 

AOUATIC.   Living  or  growing  in  or 
on  the  water. 

AQUIFER.   A  formation,  group  of 
formations,  or  part  of  a  formation 
that  contains  enough  saturated 
permeable  material  to  yield  sig- 
nificant quantities  of  water  to 
wells  and  springs. 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL  AND  HISTORICAL 
SITE.   Site  which  contains  objects 
of  antiquity  or  cultural  values 
relating  to  history  or  prehistory. 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL  RESOURCES.   Sites, 
areas,  structures,  objects,  or 
other  evidence  of  prehistoric 
human  activities. 

ARTIFACT.   An  object  made  or  modi- 
fied by  man,  normally  for  his  use 
as  tools,  shelter,  ritual,  or 
de  fense . 

BEDROCK.   The  relatively  solid 
rock  that  underlies  unconsolidated 
sediments  or  surface  materials. 

RTOME.   A  community  of  living 
organisms  (both  plants  and 
animals)  or  a  single  major  ecolog- 
ical region  and  usually  identified 
in  terms  of  the  characteristic 
vegetation. 

BIOTYPE.   All  the  organisms 
sharing  a  specified  similarity, 
such  as  all  the  species  of  one 
genus.   All  of  the  individuals  of 
equal  genotype. 

BUSINESS  ACTIVITY.   Includes  all 
receipts  for  a  particular  economic 
sector  (such  as  the  livestock 
industry) . 
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BYPASS  COAL.   An  isolated  coal 
deposit  that  cannot,  for  the  fore- 
seeahle  future,  he  mined  econom- 
ically and  in  an  environmentally 
sound  manner  either  separately  or 
as  part  of  any  logical  mining  unit 
other  than  that  of  the  applicant 
for  either  an  emergency  lease 
under  the  provisions  of  CFR 
section  342  5.1-4  or  a  lease 
modification. 

CADASTRAL  SURVEY.   A  federal 
survev  relating  to  land  houndaries 
and  subdivisions  made  to  create 
units  suitable  for  management  or 
to  define  the  limits  of  title.  The 
distinguishing  features  of  the 
cadastral  surveys  are  the  estab- 
lishment of  monuments  on  the 
ground  to  define  the  boundaries  of 
the  lands,  and  their  identifica- 
tion in  the  records  by  field  notes 
and  plats. 

CHANNEL.   (Watercourse);  an  open 
conduit  either  naturally  or  arti- 
ficially created  which  periodic- 
ally or  continuously  contains 
moving  water  or  which  forms  a 
connecting  link  between  two  bodies 
of  water. 

CHANNEL  STABILITY.  A  relative  term 
describing  a  channel's  condition 
with  respect  to  erosion  or  move- 
ment of  the  channel  walls  or 
bottom  due  to  water  flows. 

COMMUNITY.   A  group  of  organisms 
which  form  a  distinct  ecological 
unit.   Such  a  unit  may  be  defined 
in  terms  of  plants,  animals,  or 
both. 

COMPETITIVE  MINERAL  LEASE.   A 
lease  issued  by  the  United  States 
where  there  are  known  minerals,  or 
interference  of  probable  minerali- 
zation can  be  drawn  from  knowledge 
of  the  geology  of  the  land.   The 
lands  are  offered  for  lease  by 
competitive  bidding  after  publica- 
tion of  the  offer  of  the  lands  for 
leasing.   The  lease  issues  to  the 
successful  bidder,  who  is  deter- 


mined at  a  sale  by  public  auction. 

CRITICAL  WILDLIFE  HABITAT.  That 
portion  of  the  living  area  of  an 
endangered  or  threatened  wildlife 
species  that  is  essential  to  the 
survival  and  perpetuation  of  the 
species,  either  as  individuals  or 
as  a  population. 

CRUCIAL  WILDLIFE  HABITAT.   The 
portion  of  the  living  area  of 
sensitive  species  that  if 
destroyed  or  adversely  modified 
could  result  in  their  being  listed 
as  threatened  or  endangered 
species  by  either  the  federal  or 
state  government. 

CULTURAL  RESOURCES.   A  term  that 
includes  resources  of  historical, 
archaeological,  or  architectural 
significance,  which  are  fragile, 
limited,  and  nonrenewable  portions 
of  the  human  environment. 

DIRECT  BUSINESS  ACTIVITY. 
Receipts,  generated  only  by  the 
economic  sector  (such  as  the  live- 
stock industry)  being  referred  to. 

ECOLOGY.  A  study  of  animals  and 
plants  in  their  relation  to  each 
other  and  to  their  environment. 

ECOSYSTEM.   The  interacting  system 
of  a  biological  community  and  its 
non-living  environment.   Its  func- 
tioning involves  the  circulation 
of  matter  and  energy  between 
organisms  and  their  environment. 

ENDEMIC.   The  normal  population 
level  of  a  species  (in  contrast 
with  epidemic)  common  to  or 
restricted  to  a  certain  area. 
Peculiar  to  particular  locality, 
native  or  indigenous. 

ENVIRONMENT.   The  surrounding 
conditions,  influences,  or  forces 
that  affect  or  modify  an   organism 
or  an  ecological  community  and 
ultimately  determine  its  form  and 
survival. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT  RECORD 
(EAR).   A  concisely  written  record 
of  environmental  factors  in  land 
management  actions. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  STATEMENT  (ES).   A 
written  analysis  of  the  impacts  of 
a  proposed  project  (e.g.,  grazing 
program)  on  the  environment. 

EPHEMERAL  STREAM.  A  stream  that 
flows  only  after  rains  or  during 
snowmelt . 

EROSION.   The  group  of  natural 
processes  including  weathering, 
dissolution,  ahrasion,  corrosion, 
and  transportation  by  which  earthy 
or  rocky  material  is  removed  from 
any  part  of  the  earth's  surface. 
(See  PEDE STALLING,  RILL  EROSION, 
and  SHEET  EROSION.) 

ESCAPE  COVER.   Vegetation  or  other 
obstacles  (e.g.,  topography)  which 
provide  an  area  where  small 
mammals  may  escape  froni  predators 
or  inclement  weather. 

EVAPORATION.   Loss  of  water 
directly  from  the  land  surface  (or 
water  surface)  to  the  atmosphere. 

EXCHANGE.   A  transaction  whereby 
the  federal  government  receives 
land  and/or  minerals  in  exchange 
for  other  land  and/or  minerals. 

EXPLORATION.  Drilling,  excavating, 
and  geological,  geophysical  or 
geochemical  surveying  operations 
designed  to  obtain  detailed  data 
on  the  physical  and  chemical 
characteristics  of  coal  deposits 
and  their  environment  including 
the  strata  above  and  below  the 
deposits  or  the  hydrologic 
conditions  associated  with  the 
deposit. 

EXPLORATION  LICENSE.   A  license 
issued  by  the  BLM  to  permit  the 
licensee  to  explore  for  coal  on 
unleased  federal  lands.   Any  coal 
discovered  by  such  exploration 
could  be  offered  for  competitive 


leasing. 

EXPLORATION  PLAN.   In  relation  to 
an  exploration  license,  a  plan 
prepared  in  sufficient  detail  to 
show  the  location  and  type  of 
exploration  to  be  conducted, 
environmental  protection  proce- 
dures, present  and  proposed  roads, 
and  reclamation  and  abandonment 
procedures  to  be  followed  upon 
completion  of  operations. 

FAUNA.   The  animals  of  a 
particular  period  or  region. 

FEDERAL  LAND  POLICY  AND  MANAGEMENT 
ACT  OF  1976  (FLPMA).   Public  Law 
94-579,  October  21,  1976,  often 
referred  to  as  the  BLM  "Organic 
Act"  which  provides  the  majority 
of  BLM's  legislated  authority, 
direction,  policy,  and  basic 
management  guidance. 

FEDERAL  LANDS.   Lands  owned  by  the 
United  States,  without  reference 
to  how  the  lands  were  acquired  or 
what  federal  agency  administers 
the  lands,  including  mineral 
estates  or  coal  estates  underlying 
private  surface,  but  excluding 
lands  held  by  the  United  States  in 
trust  for  Indians,  Aleuts,  or 
Eskimos. 

FEDERAL  LANDS  PROGRAM.   A  program 
established  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  pursuant  to  section 
523  of  the  Surface  Mining  Control 
and  Reclamation  Act  to  regulate 
surface  coal  mining  and  reclama- 
tion operations  on  federal  lands. 

FORB.   A  broadleaved  herb  that  is 
not  a  grass  or  grasslike. 

FORMATION.   A  rock  unit  whose 
characteristics  of  grain  size, 
fossil  content,  or  other  features 
are  relatively  uniform  and  which 
can  be  mapped. 

FRY.  Young,  recently  hatched  fish. 
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GEOLOGIC  EROSION.   Wearing  away  of 
the  earth's  surface  by  water,  ice, 
or  other  natural  elements  under 
natural  environmental  conditions 
of  climate  and  vegetation. 

GRAZING  DISTRIGT.   An  administra- 
tive subdivision  of  the  rangelands 
under  jurisdiction  of  the  Bureau 
of  Land  Management,  established  by 
the  Taylor  Grazing  Act. 

GRAZING  LEASE.   An  authorization 
which  permits  the  grazing  of  live- 
stock on  public  lands  outside 
grazing  districts  during  a  speci- 
fied period  of  time  (section  15  of 
the  Taylor  Grazing  Act). 

GRAZING  LICENSE.   (See  LICENSE). 

GRAZING  SYSTEM.   The  manipulation 
of  livestock  grazing  to  accomplish 
a  desired  result. 

GREEN  PERIOD.   When  plants  are 
green  and  growing. 

GROSS  OUTPUT  MULTIPLIER.   The 
ratio  which  expresses  amount  of 
dollars  generated  in  indirect 
business  activity  for  each  dollar 
of  direct  business  activity. 

GROUND  COVER.   Vegetation,  mulch, 
litter,  rocks,  etc. 

GROUND  WATER.   Subsurface  water  in 
the  sattirated  zone  in  rocks. 

HABITAT.   A  specific  set  of 
physical  conditions  that  surround 
the  single  species,  a  group  of 
species,  or  a  large  community.  In 
wildlife  management,  the  major 
components  of  habitat  are 
considered  to  be  food,  water, 
cover,  and  living  space. 

HABITAT  REQUIREMENTS.   Those  items 
that  an  animal  or  plant  requires 
for  proper  life  cycles  and  growth. 
See  also  LIMITING  FACTORS. 

HISTORICAL  RESOURCES.   Sites, 
districts,  structures,  objects,  or 


other  evidence  of  human  activities 
that  represent  facets  of  the 
history  of  the  nation,  state,  or 
locality;  places  where  significant 
historical  or  unusual  events 
occurred  even  though  no  evidence 
of  the  event  remains;  or  places 
associated  with  a  personality 
important  in  history. 

HUMUS.   Accumulated  debris  of 
plant  stems,  leaves,  and  roots 
forming  the  organic  material  in 
soils. 


HYDROLOGIC. 
hydrology. 


Of  or  relating  to 


HYDROLOGY.   The  science  of 
encompassing  the  behavior  of  water 
as  it  occurs  in  the  atmosphere,  on 
the  surface  of  the  ground,  and 
underground . 

HYDROLOGIC  SOIL  GROUP.   A  class  of 
soils  which  have  similar  general 
infiltration  and  water  movement 
ability  through  the  soil  profile 
and  bedrock. 

IDENTIFIED  ECONOMIC  RESERVE.   The 
portion  of  the  identified  resource 
from  which  a  usable  mineral  and/or 
energy  commodity  can  be  economic- 
ally and  legally  extracted  at  the 
time  of  determination.   The  term 
ore  is  also  used  for  reserves  of 
some  minerals.   There  are  subtypes 
-  measured,  indicated,  and 
inferred. 

INDIRECT  BUSINESS  ACTIVITY.   The 
total  income  produced  in  other 
economic  sectors  (such  as  retail 
trade)  by  the  receipt  of  income  in 
one  sector  (such  as  the  livestock 
industry) . 

INDUSTRY  INCOME  MULTIPLIER.   Indi- 
cates how  much  income  is  stimula- 
ted into  the  economy  of  a  region 
by  an  economic  sector  (e.g., 
government,  agriculture),  above 
and  beyond  the  initial  income 
produced  by  that  sector. 
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INFILTRATION.  The  flow  of  a  liquid 
into  a  substance  through  pores  or 
other  openings;  connotes  flow  into 
a  soil,  in  contrast  with  PERCOLA- 
TION, which  connotes  flow  through 
a  porous  substance.   See  also 
MOISTURE  INFILTRATION. 

INFRASTRUCTURE.   The  set  of 
supporting  systems  and  facilities, 
such  as  transportation,  education, 
medical  service,  communication, 
fire,  and  police  protection,  etc., 
that  support  a  region's  or 
community's  social  and  economic 
systems . 


INTENSIVE  USE.  A  re 
referring  to  (1)  a  r 
feature  or  land  unit 
attract  and  sustain 
of  use  in  terms  of  v 
per  unit  area  per  ye 
type  of  recreational 
usually  requiring  a 
small  land  area  per 


lative  term 
ecreational 

which  could 
a  high  level 
isitor  days 
ar,  or  (2)  a 

activity 
relatively 
person. 


INTERMITTENT  STREAM.   A  stream 
which  flows  most  of  the  time  but 
ocassionally  is  dry  or  reduced  to 
pool  stage. 

KEY  SPECIES.   (1)  Forage  species 
whose  use  serves  as  an  indicator 
to  the  degree  of  use  of  associated 
species.   (2)  Those  species  which 
must,  because  of  their  importance, 
be  considered  in  the  management 
program. 

KNOWN  RECOVERABLE  COAL  RESOURCE 
AREA  (KRCRA).   An  area  determined 
by  the  Geological  Survey,  where 
data  are  believed  to  be  sufficient 
to  evaluate  the  extent,  depth, 
quality,  and  potential  for 
development  of  coal  deposits  that 
are  technically  recoverable  based 
on  past  and  current  mining 
practices  in  the  area.   Boundaries 
for  such  an  area  show  only  the 
extent  of  recoverable  coal 
deposits  based  on  data  available 
at  the  time  of  determination. 


LAND  UTILIZATION  (L.U.)  TRACTS. 
Lands  acquired  under  the  Bankhead 
Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act  of  July  22, 
1937  (see  ACOUIRED  LANDS). 

LEASE.   A  contract  by  which 
interests  are  created  or 
transferred  to  another  for  a 
specified  period.   All  except 
recreation  and  public  purpose 
leases  require  consideration  of 
rent  or  some  other  compensation. 

LEK.  The  breeding  grounds  of 
prairie  grouse  species  (i.e., 
sharptail)  dancing  grounds,  etc. 

LICENSE  (GRAZING).   An  authoriza- 
tion which  permits  the  grazing  of 
a  specified  number  and  class  of 
livestock  on  a  designated  area  of 
BLM  lands  for  a  period  of  time, 
usually  not  in  excess  of  one  year. 

LIMITING  FACTOR.   An  environmental 
condition  such  as  food  supply  or 
nesting  cover  which  is  in  short 
supply.   In  order  for  a  wildlife 
population  to  increase,  its 
limiting  factor  must  be  changed. 

LITHIC  SCATTER.   Stone  debris  left 
as  the  result  of  tool  manufacture 
or  reshaping. 

LIVESTOCK  OPERATION.   The  manage- 
ment of  an  area  of  land  so  that  a 
significant  portion  of  the  income 
is  derived  from  the  continuing 
production  of  livestock. 

LOGICAL  MINING  UNIT  (LMU).   An 
area  of  coal  land  that  can  be 
developed  and  mined  in  an 
efficient,  economical,  and  orderly 
manner  with  due  regard  for  the 
conservation  of  coal  reserves  and 
other  resources.   An  LMU  may 
consist  of  one  or  more  leases  and 
may  include  intervening  or 
adjacent  non-federal  lands,  but 
all  lands  in  an  LMU  must  be 
contiguous,  under  the  effective 
control  of  a  single  operator,  and 
capable  of  being  developed  and 
operated  as  a  unified  operation 


n-"s 


with  complete  extraction  of  the 
LMU  reserves  within  40  years  from 
the  date  of  first  approval  of  a 
mining  plan  for  that  LMU.   No  LMU 
approved  after   August  4,  1976, 
shall  exceed  25,000  acres, 
including  both  federal  and  non- 
federal coal  deposits. 

LOGICAL  MINING  UNIT  RESERVES.   The 
sum  of  CO  estimated  recoverable 
reserves  under  federal  lease  in 
the  LMU  and  (2)  estimated  non- 
federal recoverable  reserves  in 
the  LMU.   The  LMU  reserves 
associated  with  a  federal  lease 
are  the  LMU  reserves  estimated  as 
of  the  effective  date  of  the  LMU, 
of  which  that  lease  is  a  part, 
except  that  the  LMU  reserves  of 
this  section  may  be  adjusted  by 
the  Mining  Supervisor  whenever  he 
approves  a  modification  of  the  LMU 
boundaries  or  whenever  significant 
new  information  becomes  available 
concerning  the  amount  of  such 
reserves. 

MANAGEMENT  FRAMEWORK  PLAN  (MFP). 
A  planning  decision  document  which 
establishes,  for  a  given  planning 
area,  land  use  allocations,  coor- 
dination guidelines  for  multiple 
use,  and  management  objectives  to 
be  achieved  for  each  class  of  land 
use  or  protection.   It  is  the 
Bureau's  land  use  plan.   It  is 
prepared  in  three  steps:  Step  1  - 
Resource  Recommendations;  Step  2  - 
Impact  Analysis  and  Alternative 
Development;  and  Step  3  - 
Decisionmaking . 

MINERAL  CLASSIFICATION.   The 
classification  of  lands  known  to 
contain  valuable  minerals  as 
"mineral  lands."   Also,  lands 
classified  as  mineral  in 
character. 

MINERAL  RESERVATION.   A  clause 
placed  in  a  United  States  patent 
or  other  land  title  which  reserves 
title  or  other  rights  to  certain 
minerals  while  it  passes  title  to 
the  surface  of  such  lands  to  a 
second  party. 


MINIMUM  ACCEPTABLE  LEVELS  OR 
STANDARDS  OF  PRODUCTION  AND/OR 
PROTECTION.  Those  levels  of 
standards  which  are  required  by 
law  or  policy  as  a  base  that  must 
be  achieved  or  accomplished,  as  a 
minimum,  when  considering  multiple 
use  mixes  and  resolution  of 
resource  use  conflicts. 

MINING  PLAN.   A  mining  and  recla- 
mation operations  plan  that  fully 
complies  with  the  requirements  of 
the  Mineral  Leasing  Act  of  1920  as 
amended,  the  Surface  Mining 
Control  and  Reclamation  Act  of 
1977,  and  all  other  applicable 
laws  and  regulations. 

MINING  UNIT.   An  area  containing 
technically  recoverable  coal  that 
will  feasibly  support  a  commercial 
mining  operation.   The  coal  may 
either  be  federal  or  be  both 
federal  and  non-federal  coal. 

MITIGATION.   A  method  or  process 
by  which  impacts  from  actions  may 
become  less  injurious  to  the 
environment  or  the  ecology  of  an 
area. 

MULTIPLE  USE.   Coordinated  manage- 
ment of  the  various  surface  and 
subsurface  resources,  without 
permanent  impairment  of  the 
productivity  of  the  land,  that 
will  best  meet  the  present  and 
future  needs  of  the  people. 

MULTIPLIER  EFFECTS.   The  amount  of 
additional  income  expected  to  be 
generated  in  all  sectors  of  a 
regional  economy  as  a  result  of  an 
increase  or  decrease  in  income  of 
a  given  sector  (i.e.,  livestock 
grazing,  recreation,  mineral 
leasing,  etc.). 

NATIONAL  REGISTER.   The  National 

Register  of  Historic  Places,  which 

is  a  register  of  districts,  sites, 

buildings,  structures,  and  objects 

significant  in  American  history, 

architecture,  archaeology,  and 

culture,  maintained  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior. 
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NATIONAL  RESOURCE  WATERS.   Surface 
waters  of  existing  high  quality 
which  are  either:   (1)  waters  of 
nationally  recognized  resource 
importance  and  protected  through 
an  official  action,  such  as 
federal  or  state  law,  Presidential 
or  Secretarial  actions,  interna- 
tional treaties,  or  interstate 
compacts;  or  (2)  of  exceptional 
recreational  or  cultural  signifi- 
cance; or  (3)  of  exceptional 
ecological  significance. 

OFF-ROAD  VEHICLE  (ORV) .   Any 
motorized  vehicle  designed  for  or 
capable  of  cross-country  travel  on 
or  immediately  over  land,  water, 
sand,  snow,  ice,  marsh,  swampland, 
or  other  terrain. 

PATENT.   A  government  deed.   A 
document  that  conveys  legal  title 
of  public  lands  to  the  party  to 
whom  the  patent  is  issued. 

PEAK  DISCHARGE.   The  annual 
maximum  discharge  of  a  stream. 

PEDESTALLING.   A  phenomenon  of 
erosion  where  plants  or  rocks  are 
left  standing  on  pedestals  of 
soil.  Pedestals  are  formed  because 
a  rock  or  plant  has  protected  the 
soil  underneath  from  wind  and 
water  erosion. 

PERCOLATION,  SOIL -WATER.   The 
downward  movement  of  water  through 
soil,  especially  the  downward  flow 
of  water  in  saturated  or  nearly 
saturated  soil  at  hydraulic  gra- 
dients of  the  order  of  1.0  or 
less. 

PERENNIAL  STREAM.   A  stream  which 
flows  water  year-round. 

PERMEABILITY.   Capacity  for  trans- 
mitting a  fluid.   It  is  measured 
by  the  rate  at  which  a  fluid  of 
standard  viscosity  can  move 
through  material  in  a  given 
interval  of  time  under  a  given 
hydraulic  gradient. 


PERMIT.   The  document  that  author- 
izes surface  coal  mining  and 
reclamation  operations  on  federal 
lands  issued  eitber  by  the 
Director  of  the  Office  of  Surface 
Mining  Reclamation  and  Enforcement 
or,  where  a  cooperative  agreement 
pursuant  to  section  523  of  the 
Surface  Mining  Control  and 
Reclamation  Act  of  1977  (30  U.S.C. 
1273),  has  been  executed  by  the 
state  regulatory  authority  (30  CFR 
Part  741),  after  approval  of  a 
mining  plan  by  the  Secretary. 

PERMIT  AREA.   The  area  of  land  and 
water  within  the  boundaries  of  the 
permit  which  are  designated  on  the 
permit  application  maps,  as 
approved  by  the  regulatory 
authority.   This  area  shall 
include,  at  a  minimum,  all  areas 
which  are  or  will  be  affected  by 
the  surface  coal  mining  and 
reclamation  operations  during  the 
term  of  the  permit. 

PERSONAL  INCOME.   The  amount  of 
wages  paid  to  a  person.   This  does 
not  include  profit  for  those 
persons  who  are  self-employed, 
only  the  salaries  paid  to  them- 
selves before  profit  and/or  loss 
is  calculated. 

PETROGLYPH.   A  carving  or  line 
drawing  on  a  rock,  especially  a 
prehistoric  one. 

PLANNING  AREA.   One  or  more 
complete  planning  units  for  which 
a  land  use  plan  is  to  be  prepared. 

PLANNING  AREA  ANALYSIS.   This 
document  analyzes  requirements  of 
the  public  now  and  in  the  future 
for  lands,  and  renewable  and  non- 
renewable resources.   It  shows  the 
significance  of  the  lands  within  a 
planning  area  to  users,  operators, 
the  community,  and  region.   It  is 
based  on  data  in  the  URA,  Social- 
Economic  Profile,  and  other 
regional  information. 

PLANNING  UNIT.   A  geographic  unit 
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within  a  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
district  which  includes  related 
lands,  resources,  and  use  pressure 
problems  which  are  considered 
together  for  resource  inventory 
and  planning. 

POPULATION  DYNAMICS.   The  changing 
nature  of  a  population  of 
organisms  (i.e.,  reproductive 
rate,  mortality  rate,  standing 
crop,  etc.). 

PREDATOR.   An  organism  that  preys, 
kills,  devours,  or  destroys 
another  organism  to  live. 

PREY.   An  animal  taken  by  a 
predator  as  food. 

PRIME  FARMLAND.   This  term  has  the 
same  meaning  as  that  previously 
described  by  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  on  the  basis  of  such 
factors  as  moisture  availability, 
temperature  regime,  chemical 
balance,  permeability,  surface 
layer  composition,  susceptibility 
to  flooding,  and  erosion  charac- 
teristics, and  which  historically 
have  been  used  for  intensive 
agricultural  purposes,  and  as 
published  in  the  Federal  Register. 

PRIMITIVE  AREA.   Area  in  which  no 
commercial  development  or  use  is 
permitted  and  no  routes  for  motor- 
ized transportation  are  developed. 

PUBLIC  DOMAIN  LANDS.   Original 
public  land  and/or  minerals  which 
have  never  left  federal  ownership; 
also,  lands  and/or  minerals  in 
federal  ownership  which  were 
obtained  in  certain  types  of 
exchanges  for  public  domain  lands 
and/or  minerals. 

PUBLIC  LANDS.   Any  land  and 
interest  in  land  outside  of  Alaska 
owned  by  the  United  States  and 
administered  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  through  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management,  except  lands 
located  on  the  Outer  Continental 
Shelf  and  lands  held  for  the 


benefit  of  Indians. 

PUBLIC  PARTICIPATION.   A  component 
of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management's 
planning  system  providing  the 
opportunity  for  citizens  as 
individuals  or  groups  to  provide 
local,  regional,  and  national 
perspectives  and  concerns  in  the 
rulemaking,  decisionmaking, 
inventory,  and  planning  with 
respect  to  public  lands.   This 
includes  public  meetings, 
hearings,  advisory  boards,  or 
panels  which  may  review  resource 
management  proposals  and  offer 
suggestions  or  criticisms  for  the 
various  alternatives  offered. 

QUALIFIED  SURFACE  OWNER.   ^he 
natural  person  or  persons  (or 
corporation,  the  majority  stock  of 
which  is  held  by  a  person  or 
persons)  who  (1)  hold  legal  or 
equitable  title  to  the  land 
surface;  (2)  have  their  principal 
place  of  residence  on  the  land,  or 
personally  conduct  farming  or 
ranching  operations  upon  a  farm  or 
ranch  unit  to  be  affected  by 
surface  mining  operations,  or 
receive  directly  a  significant 
portion  of  their  income,  if  any, 
from  such  farming  and  ranching 
operations;  and  (3)  have  met  the 
conditions  of  (1)  and  (2)  for  a 
period  at  least  3  years  prior  to 
the  granting  of  any  consent  to 
mining  of  their  lands. 

RAPTORS.   A  functional  group  of 
birds  including  all  birds  of  prey, 
such  as  the  eagle,  hawk,  owl,  and 
vulture. 

RECHARGE.   In  ground  water,  the 
process  of  replenishing  the  water 
in  the  zone  of  saturation  or  the 
amount  of  water  that  percolates  to 
the  zone  of  saturation. 

RECLAMATION  PLAN.  A  plan  submitted 
by  an  applicant  for  a  permit  under 
a  state  program  or  federal  program 
which  sets  forth  a  plan  for  recla- 
mation of  the  proposed  surface 
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coal  mining  operations  pursuant  to 
section  508  of  the  Surface  Mining 
Control  and  Reclamation  Act  of 
1977. 

RECREATION  OPPORTUNITIES 
(ACTIVITIES).   A  general  categori- 
zation of  leisure  pursuits  which 
occur  in  the  outdoors. 

RECREATION  RESOURCES.   Any  natural 
resource  or  feature  that 
contributes  to  outdoor  leisure 
pursuits  or  experiences. 

RECREATION  SITE.   A  tract  of 
public  land  on  which  concentrated 
recreation  use  is  the  primary 
value.   A  recreation  site  may  be 
administered  by  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  or  by  BLM  and  another 
agency;  or  it  may  be  suitable  for 
lease  or  sale  to  state  or  local 
government  or  other  organizations. 

RENEWABLE  RESOURCES.   All  of  the 
products  and  physical  values 
produced  or  contained  within  BLM 
lands  which  could  be  restored  or 
replenished  as  they  are  used 
(e.g.,  wildlife,  vegetation, 
water).   Does  not  include 
resources  such  as  minerals,  soils, 
cultural  artifacts,  which  are  gone 
once  used  or  destroyed. 

RENTAL.   The  amount  paid 
periodically  (usually  annually)  by 
the  holder  of  a  lease,  permit,  or 
license  in  payment  for  the  right 
to  use  the  land  or  resources. 

RESERVATION.   A  withdrawal, 
usually  of  a  permanent  nature; 
also,  any  federal  lands  which  have 
been  dedicated  to  a  specific 
public  purpose. 


RESERVED  LAND.   Eederal  lands 
which  are  dedicated  or  set  aside 
for  a  specific  public  purpose  or 
program,  and  which  are,  therefore, 
generally  not  subject  to  the 
operation  of  all  the  public  land 
laws.   Also  see  WITHDRAWAL. 


RESERVES.   Coal  deposits  which  are 
economically  feasible  to  extract. 

RESOURCE  PROGRAM  ACTIVITY.   One  of 
the  program  activities  related  to 
the  resource  use.   There  are  seven 
such  resource  management  activi- 
ties; lands,  minerals,  forest 
products,  range  management,  water- 
shed, wildlife,  and  recreation. 

RESOURCES.   All  of  the  products 
and  physical  values  produced  or 
contained  within  the  BLM  lands, 
including  natural  resources,  such 
as  timber,  coal,  oil. 

RIPARIAN.   Situated  on  or 
.pertaining  to  the  bank  of  a  river, 
stream,  or  other  body  of  water. 
Normally  used  to  refer  to  the 
plants  of  all  types  that  grow 
along  streams,  around  springs, 
etc. 

ROAD.   An  access  route  which  has 
been  improved  and  maintained  by 
using  hand  or  power  machinery  or 
tools  to  insure  relatively  regular 
and  continuous  use.   A  way  main- 
tained solely  by  the  passage  of 
vehicles  does  not  constitute  a 
road . 

RUNOFF.   Water  that  flows  on  the 
land  surface  from  an  area  in 
response  to  rainfall  or  snowmelt. 
As  used  in  this  document,  runoff 
from  an  area  becomes  streamflow 
when  it  reaches  an  intermittent 
or  perennial  watercourse. 

SEDIMENT.   Soil,  rock  particles, 
and  organic  or  other  debris 
carried  from  one  place  to  another 
by  wind,  water,  or  gravity;  also, 
the  material  that  settles  to  the 
bottom  of  a  water  body. 

SEDIMENT  YIELD.   The  amount  of 
soil  moved  from  a  given  point  to 
another  point  as  a  result  of 
runoff. 

SEDIMENTATION.   The  action  or 
process  of  deposition  of  material 
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borne  by  water,  wind,  or  glacier. 

SEEPAGE  LOSS.   Water  that  moves 
laterally  or  downward  from  a 
stream  or  pond  and  may  become 
recharge  to  soil  moisture  or  to 
ground  water. 

SENSITIVE  SPECIES.   Animals  not 
yet  listed  as  endangered  or 
threatened  but  which  are  under- 
going a  status  review.   Animals 
whose  populations  are  consistently 
small  and  widely  dispersed  or 
whose  ranges  are  restricted  to  a 
few  localities,  such  that  any 
major  habitat  change  could  lead  to 
extinction.   A  species  that  is 
particularly  sensitive  to  some 
external  disturbance  factors. 

SHEET  EROSION.   The  detachment  of 
the  material  from  the  land  surface 
by  raindrop  impact  and  its  subse- 
quent removal  by  prechannel  or 
overland  flow. 

SHRUB.   A  low  woody  plant,  usually 
with  several  stems;  may  provide 
food  and/or  cover  for  animals. 

SINGLE  USE  POTENTIAL.   The  maximum 
production  of  a  resource,  such  as 
forage,  without  environmental  or 
policy  constraints. 

SITE  (PREHISTORIC  OR  HISTORIC).   A 
place  where  humans  carried  on  some 
sort  of  living  activity,  such  as 
hunting,  warfare,  or  residence. 

SMALL  TRACT.   A  parcel  of  public 
land  of  5  acres  or  less  which  has 
been  found  valuable  for  sale  or 
lease  as  a  home,  recreation, 
business,  or  community  site  under 
the  act  of  June  1,  1938.  (Repealed 
October  21,  1976). 

SOCIAL-ECONOMIC  PROFILE.   An 
information  document  for  use  in 
plan  preparation.   It  describes 
the  human  populations  in  terms  of 
social  and  economic  factors.   It 
also  provides  a  checklist  of  other 
state  and  federal  agencies  to  be 


consulted.  It  analyzes  and  records 
data  relating  to  a  relatively 
large  region  or  area  sharing 
similar  social-economic  character- 
istics.  A  region  may  be  a  group 
of  entire,  adjoining  counties,  or 
it  may  approximate  a  district.   It 
includes  several  Planning  Areas. 

SOIL.   The  unconsolidated  mineral 
matter  on  the  surface  of  the  earth 
that  has  been  subjected  to  and 
influenced  by  genetic  and 
environmental  factors  of  parent 
material,  climate  (including 
moisture  and  temperature  effects), 
macro-  and  micro-organisms,  and 
topography,  all  acting  over  a 
period  of  time  and  producing  a 
product  that  differs  from  the 
material  from  which  it  is  derived 
in  many  physical,  chemical, 
biological,  and  morphological 
properties  and  characteristics. 
The  immediate  surface  of  the  earth 
that  serves  as  a  natural  medium 
for  the  growth  of  land  plants. 

SPLIT  ESTATE.   Land  in  which  the 
ownership  of  the  surface  is  held 
by  persons  including  governmental 
bodies,  other  than  the  federal 
government,  and  the  ownership  of 
underlying  coal  is,  in  whole  or  in 
part,  reserved  to  the  federal 
government. 

STREAMFLOW.   Water  moving  in 
stream  channels. 

SURFACE  COAL  MINING  OPERATION. 
Activities  conducted  on  the 
surface  of  the  lands  in  connection 
with  a  surface  coal  mine  or 
surface  operations  and  surface 
impacts  incident  to  an  underground 
mine,  as  defined  in  section  701 
(28)  of  the  Surface  Mining 
Reclamation  and  Environmental  Act 
of  1977. 

SURFACE  MANAGEMENT  AGENCY.   The 
federal  agency  with  jurisdiction 
over  the  surface  of  federally 
owned  lands  containing  coal 
deposits . 
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SURFACE  MINING  CONTROL  AND  RECLA- 
MATION ACT  OF  1977  (SMCRA).  Public 
Law  95-87,  August  3,    1977,  which 
provides  for  the  cooperation 
between  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  and  the  states  with 
respect  to  the  regulation  of 
surface  coal  mining  operations, 
and  the  acquisition  and  reclama- 
tion of  abandoned  mines,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

SURFACE  WATER.   Water  standing  on 
or  moving  across  the  land  surface; 
includes  streamflow,  runoff,  and 
ponded  water. 

SUSTAINED  YIELD.   The  achievement 
and  maintenance  in  perpetuity  of  a 
high-level  annual  or  regular 
periodic  output  of  the  various 
renewable  resources  of  the  public 
lands  consistent  with  multiple 
use. 

TERRESTRIAL.   Living  on  or  in  or 
growing  from  land. 

TOPOGRAPHY.   The  exact  physical 
features  and  configuration  of  a 
place  or  region;  the  detailed  and 
accurate  description  of  a  place  or 
region. 


artificial  structures  and 
modifications  which  are  acceptable 
to  meet  established  visual  goals. 

VISUAL  RESOURCES.   The  land, 
water,  vegetation,  animals,  and 
other  features  that  are  visible. 

WATERSHED.   A  basin  or  region 
draining  into  a  creek,  stream, 
river,  river  system,  or  body  of 
water. 

WILDERNESS  AREA.   An  area  formally 
designated  by  Congress  as  a  part 
of  the  National  Wilderness 
Preservation  System.   Wilderness 
areas  generally  are  undeveloped 
federal  lands  which  retain  their 
primeval  character  and  influence 
without  improvements  or  human 
habitation. 

WILDERNESS  STUDY  AREA.   A  roadless 
area  which  has  been  found  to  have 
wilderness  characteristics  and 
which  will  be  subjected  to  inten- 
sive analysis  in  the  Bureau's 
planning  system  and  public  review 
to  determine  wilderness  suitabil- 
ity, and  is  not  yet  the  subject  of 
a  Congressional  decision  regarding 
its  designation  as  wilderness. 


UNALLOTTED  LANDS.  Lands  which 
currently  are  not  committed  to 
livestock  grazing  use. 

UNIT  RESOURCE  ANALYSIS  (URA) .   A 
comprehensive  display  of  physical 
resource  data  and  an  analysis  of 
the  current  use,  production, 
condition,  and  trend  of  the 
resources  and  the  potentials  and 
opportunities  within  a  planning 
unit,  including  a  profile  of 
ecological  values. 

VACANT  PUBLIC  LAND.   Public  land 
or  land  which  is  not  reserved, 
appropriated,  or  set  aside  for 
specific  public  purposes. 

VISUAL  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT 
CLASSES.   Classification  of  land- 
scapes according  to  the  kinds  of 


WINTER  RANGE.   That  area  occupied 
by  animals  during  the  winter 
months . 

WITHDRAWAL.   An  action  which 
withdraws  described  public  lands 
from  operation  of  certain  laws 
which  are  also  described  in  the 
withdrawal  order. 

WRITTEN  CONSENT.   The  document  or 
documents  that  the  surface  owner 
has  signed  that:  (1)  permit  a  coal 
operator  to  enter  and  commence 
surface  mining  of  coal;  (2)  des- 
cribe any  financial  considerations 
given  or  promised  in  return  for 
the  permission,  including  in-kind 
considerations;  (3)  describe  any 
considerations  given  in  terms  of 
type  or  method  of  operation  or 
reclamation  for  the  area;  (4)  con- 
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tain  any  supplemental  or  related 
contracts  between  the  surface 
owner  and  any  other  person  party 
to  the  permission;  and  (5)  contain 
a  full  and  accurate  description  of 
the  area  covered  by  the 
permission. 
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APPENDIX  E 


ORGANIZATION  CHART 
BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT  -  MONTANA 
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ADDRESSES 
Montana  BLM  Organization 

Montana  State  Office 

P.O.  Box  30157 
222  North  32  Street 
Billings,  Montana  59101 
Telephone:    Com:    G57-6561 
FTS:    585-6561 

Butte  District  Office 
P.O.  Box  303 

220  North  Alaska  (Same  address  and  phone  number 

Butte,  Montana  59701  for  Headwaters  Resource  Area) 

Telephone:    Com:    723-6561 
FTS:    585-2416 

Dillon  Resource  Area  Headquarters 
P.O.  Box  1043 
Ibey  Building,  N.  Dillon 
Dillon,  Montana  59725 
Telephone:    Com:    683-2337 

Garnet  Resource  Area  Headquarters 
P.O.  Box  4427 
1819  Holborn 
Missoula,  Montana  59801 
Telephone:    Com:    329-3686 
FTS:    58o-3686 

Lewistown  District  Office 

Airport  Road 

Drawer  1160  (Same  address  and  phone  number 

Lewistown,  Montana  59459  for  Judith  Resource  Area) 

Telephone:    Com:    538-7461 

Phillips  Resource  Area  Headquarters 

P.O.  Box  B 

501  South  2nd  Street  E 

Malta,  Montana  59538 

Telephone:    Com:    654-1240 

Valley  Resource  Area  Headquarters 
Rt.  1  -  775 

Glasgow,  Montana  59230 
Telephone:    Com:    228-4316 

Billings  Resource  Area  Headquarters 
810  E.  Main  Street 
Billings,  Montana  59101 
Telephone:    Com:    657-6262 
FTS:    535-6262 
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Havre  Resource  Area  Headquarters 

Post  Office  Building 

Drawer  911 

Havre,  Montana   59501 

Telephone:    Com:    265-5891 


Miles  City  District  Office 

P.O.  Box  940 

West  of  Miles  City 

Miles  City,  Montana  59301 

Telephone:    Com:    2  32-4331 


(Same  address  and  phone  number 
for  Powder  River  and  Big  Dry 
Resource  Areas) 


South  Dakota  Resource  Area  Headquarters 
310  Roundup  Street 

Belle  Fourche,  South  Dakota  57717 
Telephone:    Com:    892-2526 

Dickinson  District  Office 

P.O.  Box  1229 

Pulver  Hall 

Dickinson,  North  Dakota  58601 

Telephone:    Com:    225-9148 
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